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ABSTRACT
An exploratory case study of three institutions of higher education in the State of Florida and
performance-based funding was conducted. The study examined the metrics that determined funding over
the years 2014-2020. The study was grounded in Neoliberal Theory and Resource Dependency Theory.
Significant findings in this study included: (a) the decline in the percentage of bachelor graduates
employed (employment was measured by $25,000 wages after graduation), or continuing their education
across all three universities, (b) Student-to-Faculty Ratios (CDS) were a statistically significant predictor
of Bachelor's Degrees Awarded (Key Performance Metric), F (1, 13) = 37.76, p <. 001., (c) the increase
of non-tenure earning over tenure-earning and tenured faculty at all three institutions during the fiscal
years 2016-17 to 2020-21, and (d) fewer graduate degrees were awarded in the STEM disciplines over the
time investigated. The study affirms the tenets of both Neoliberal Theory and Resource Dependency
Theory. The study provided useful information for national performance-based funding programs, the
Florida Board of Governors, the Boards of Trustees, and institutional stakeholders. Implications for
practice include the need for more transparency and parity in reporting data across databases. Future
research should conduct this same study including all of the institutions in the State of Florida.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
Introduction to Problem
The rising costs of higher education coupled with increased spending at universities has
led to public demand for transparency and accountability. In response to this demand, some
states have incorporated policies for the distribution of state funding to institutions through
performance-based funding (PBF). The PBF models are created to determine how funding is
distributed and include formulas for funding that are linked to measures such as student retention
and graduation rates, faculty productivity, diversity, and student learning outcomes (Burke 2002,
2005; Dougherty & Reddy, 2011, 2013. Dougherty et al., 2014). The policies, metrics, and
outcomes related to PBF that are posted on publicly available websites may appear to
support accountability, however, some believe they serve no other purpose than for public
appeasement (Rabovsky, 2012; Tandberg & Hillman, 2014).
The first account of PBF can be traced back to 1979 in Tennessee (Dougherty et al.,
2014). Following the original model of funding, many states have incorporated similar PBF
policies to incentivize institutions to operate more efficiently (Kelchen, 2018; Klein, 2005) and
to determine the returns on the state investments (AAUP, 2020). In 2020, 30 states offered PBF:
Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Florida, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas,
Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana,
Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2020).
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Research on performance-based funding and related factors has varied. Some explored
the rising costs of an education, increased tuition expense, financial accountability and public
policy as they relate to the overall return on investments from the student perspective (Armstrong
and Hamilton, 2013), the political forces that shape PBF (Jacob et al., 2013), and how the
funding changes the behavior of institutions (Kelchen & Stedrak, 2016). Some of the research
about the return on investment (ROI) on graduation rates reported positive effects (Tandberg et
al., 2014; Tandberg& Hillman, 2014), some reported minimal positive effects (e.g., Hillman et
al., 2015; Hillman et al., 2018; Sanford & Hunter, 2011; Tanberg et al., 2014), and others
reported negative effects (Rabovsky, 2012; Rutherford & Rabovsky, 2014). Some have
uncovered the ways institutions have garnered more favorable graduation rates by admitting
better prepared students with a higher likelihood of graduating (Dougherty & Reddy, 2011;
Hagood, 2019). A few institutions were found to have “strategically targeted wealthier students”
to counter revenue declines associated with Pell Grants and increased expenditures for student
financial aid programs (Hagood, 2019, p. 191).
PBF programs have also led to unintentional impacts on the actions of faculty, as some
feel pressured to pass students because of an institutional focus to meet metrics on retention and
graduation (Doughtery et al., 2016). Negative impacts on faculty salaries and institutions'
financial ability to update instructional materials and classroom technology have been identified
(Cornelius & Cavanaugh, 2016; Hagood, 2019). Additional unintentional consequences of PBF
may also affect faculty publication rates. European researchers report while metrics for
publication rates increased, the journals they published in were less prestigious than before PBF
was implemented (Mathies et al., 2020). There are also reports of one publication being broken
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up into multiple publications, then self-citing, thereby increasing citation counts (Butler, 2010;
Weingart, 2005).
The distribution of PBF to institutions, and how the institutions apply the funding also
differs. Those with greater political connections and favor tend to receive more funding than the
less favored and more likely to have greater financial burdens (Dougherty & Reddy, 2011;
Hagood, 2019). A study conducted on PBF polices found that selective research universities
benefit more from PBF than non-research/nonselective institutions; those with higher resources
were rewarded for “maintaining the status quo” (Hagood, 2019, p. 209).
In 2014, the State of Florida implemented a PBF policy to improve student outcomes.
The model adopted by the state included a match in funding reallocated from the original system
base budget. A prorated amount was deducted from each institution’s recurring funding
appropriation and placed into holding for reallocation based on performance. Since the inception
of Florida’s PBF there has been little academic research that triangulated the financial outlay
with outcomes.
In 2019, the State of Florida Board of Governors (FBOG) released its 2025 Strategic
Plan. The plan provided historical development of the PBF model and a state level analysis of
combined institutional results against each metric over the years 2012-13 to 2016-17 (FBOG,
2019). However, the plan did not include an analysis of return on investment for each of the
public universities, nor did it provide an analysis of the effectiveness of the funding for each
institution. A second report released in October 2019, entitled Performance-Based Funding
Study, An Updated Performance-Based Funding Model like the 2025 Strategic Plan recounted
the historical development of the plan, and a review of combined institutional achievements
3

compared to federal data, but did not review return on investment for each institution (FBOG,
2019).
State University System of Florida
The State University System of Florida (FSUS) has been recognized as the nation’s
leading higher education system for the fifth year in a row (FBOB, 2021). It stands as the
second-largest public university system in the nation and serves a state population of more than
21,500,000 people (U.S. Census, 2020), with a combined student enrollment of more than
420,000. The system is composed of 12 universities (see Figure 1), three of which were
examined in this study (SUS, 2020).

Figure 1: Public Universities in the State of Florida
Source: Florida Board of Governors, 2021
The Florida Board of Governors (FBOG) is responsible for the oversight and the
operation and management of its twelve universities. The Board is composed of seventeen
4

members, fourteen of which are appointed by the Florida Governor and confirmed by the Florida
Senate to serve a term of seven years. The Chair of the Advisory Council of Faculty Senates, the
Commissioner of Education, and the Chair of the Florida Student Association also serve on the
board.
The FSUS is currently in the seventh year of the performance funding model, therefore,
an analysis of the return on investment is warranted. All relevant stakeholders in higher
education can benefit from knowing the status and impact of funding as it relates to student
success measured by graduation rates and retention, increased student diversity, increased
numbers of faculty (e.g., tenure-track faculty) and faculty development programs. The first
cohort of faculty hired in 2014-15 to support the PBF initiatives should have received promotion.
And it is important to understand the impact the hiring had, if any, on the metrics. As fiscal
responsibility of institutions is paramount to stakeholders (e.g., taxpayers, FBOG, and the BOT)
there are expectations of positive returns on their educational investments. Therefore, a
comprehensive review of institutional achievements against the metrics and the programs
initiated by the funding was warranted.
Florida SUS Performance-Based System Funding
Florida’s PBF model was developed by university presidents, provosts, and boards of
trustees (BOT) through four guiding principles: (a) metrics that support FSUS strategic goals, (b)
rewarding excellence or improvement, (c) minimal simple metrics, and (d) honoring each
institution’s own unique mission (Appendix A). Each metric awarded points based on excellence
(raw score) and improvement (percentage change from previous year). Excellence is a measure
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of high-quality academic programs by world class, offerings, “consequential research,” and the
ability to engage communities and businesses in meaningful and measurable ways (p. 12).
Improvement is measured as an increase or decrease, depending on the metric (FBOG, 2020).
In 2012, the FBOG developed a strategic plan for the PBF model that included 10
metrics: eight common metrics, one institutional specific metric chosen by the universities'
Boards of Trustees, and one FBOG metric. The institutional metrics chosen by BOTs were from
a predetermined list created by the FBOG. The FBOG’s metric was chosen based on each
institution’s mission. Most of the common metrics are student-based and focused on access,
retention, graduation rates and an increase in the number of undergraduate and graduate Science,
Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) degrees.
To ensure institutions were following the FBOG’s 2025 System Strategic Plan, reports
common to all State University System of Florida institutions were designed for accountability
and alignment. Initially, Work Plans and Accountability Reports were submitted during the fiscal
years 2014-15 to 2017-18. Beginning in fiscal year 2018-19, Accountability Plans were
established to replace the previous Work Plans and Accountability Reports (see Figure 2) and
aligned more closely with the strategic plan (FSUS, 2021).
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Figure 2: Florida State University System Accountability Reports

Each year, institutions were required to provide reports (Accountability Reports and
Accountability Plans depending on year) in support of the funding they received. The following
year, they were required to demonstrate how they obtained, fell short of, or exceeded each metric
with the use of these funds. Institutions were assessed on the impacts of their initiatives from the
preceding two years and were awarded points for meeting or exceeding measures for Excellence
and Improvement (FBOG, 2020). The benchmarks changed periodically as more measurable
national data became available and political factors required (e.g., federal funding), causing them
to become moving targets for institutions. External factors beyond institutional control shape and
morph the landscape of higher education and create unpredictable funding (Archibald &
Feldman, 2017; Economist, 2020).
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The State of Florida consistently invested in higher education over the years 2014 to 2019
The model requires new funds be matched by amounts reallocated from the university system
base budget model. Prorated amounts were deducted from each institution’s base recurring state
appropriation and marked as “institutional investment.” This investment in addition to new funds
provided by the state equaled the total amount of PBF (see Table 1 below).
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Table 1: Florida Performance-Based Funding Amounts 2014-15 to 2019-20
FISCAL
YEAR

NEW FUNDS
INVESTED BY THE
STATE

INSTITUTIONAL
INVESTMENTS

TOTAL

2014-15

$100,000,000

$100,000,000

$200,000,000

2015-16

$150,000,000

$250,000,000

$400,000,000

2016-17

$225,000,000

$275,000,000

$500,000,000

2017-18

$245,000,000

$275,000,000

$520,000,000

2018-19

$265,000,000

$295,000,000

$560,000,000

2019-20

$265,000,000

$295,000,000

$560,000,000

2020-21

$265,000,000

$295,000,000

$560,000,000

Source: Florida Board of Governors
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The PBF model and metrics has created unintended competition between the universities
in the state. In addition, it may have also created opportunities for universities to improve their
metrics by their choices and the way the choices are reported (Cornelius & Cavanaugh, 2016;
Kelchen, 2020). Historically, BOTs chose metrics that supported areas they were already
excelling in instead of true measurements for improvement; leaving little concern their
universities would not earn the full points for the metrics (Cornelius & Cavanaugh, 2016).
Florida’s PBF model is guided by Florida Statute 1001.92 State University PerformanceBased Incentive Legislated Performance Funding in the State of Florida, and permits the
Chancellor of the State University System to appropriate and withhold funding based on the
following areas:
Post-Graduation Data
Post-graduation outcomes were measured as bachelor’s graduates with a minimum
income established by the FBOG, and those who chose to continue their education. Statistics for
this metric are provided by the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) and the Florida Education,
the Training Placement Information Program (FETPIP) division within the Florida Department
of Education (FBOG, 2020). The FBOG sends all graduate information into NSC Student
Tracker to confirm job placement, which typically identifies 90 percent of all FSUS
baccalaureate cohorts.
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Cost to the Student
Education costs to students were calculated as net tuition plus fees incurred.
Undergraduate credit hour costs were calculated as the “average sticker price” minus the
financial aid received. The sticker price includes tuition and fees, books and supplies, and
average number of credit hours attempted. The financial aid amount considers grants,
scholarships, waivers and third-party payments to students and the total number of credit hours.
For example, if the sticker price was $100 per credit hour and the average financial aid was
$50.00 per credit hour and students take 12 credit hours. The average cost to students per
semester was $600.
Retention and Graduation Rates
Created by the Student Right to Know Act of 1990, the national standard graduation rate,
is commonly known as the graduation rates of First Time in College (FTIC) students at 150
percent of the normal completion time (120 hours), within 180 hours. Cohorts for the retention
measure were undergraduate students who had not yet obtained a bachelor’s degree within the
normal completion time.
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Percentage of Degrees Awarded in Programs of Strategic Emphasis
This metric measures the number of degrees awarded in programs of strategic emphasis
(see Appendix B) for the summer, fall, and spring semesters each year. These programs are
typically STEM based programs as identified by their CIP codes. Data elements used to calculate
the percentage of degrees awarded are degree program category, degree program fraction of
degree granted, term degree granted, degree level granted, and major indicator.
University Access Rate
Access rate was measured as the percentage of students receiving federal funding. It was
calculated by the numerator (total of students who received a Pell Grant in the fall term) over the
denominator (total of degree-seeking undergraduates). The access rate typically indicated
underserved students in higher education.
Excess Hours
This metric was determined by considering the number of courses needed for a degree
and the total hours to first bachelor’s degree. Most baccalaureate programs required 120 credit
hours. Students with hours above that benchmark could be indicative of course failure, or
students excessively changing programs. It was the legislative goal that students complete their
degree as efficiently as possible.
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Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) was a data source used
for this study. Three times a year, postsecondary institutions submit institutional data on students
and employees that is readily available to the public. Student data includes admissions,
completions, enrollments, graduation rates, financial aid, and military benefits. Human resource
data includes full and part-time employment status, contract length, academic rank, gender, and
salary outlay (see Table 2 below).
Table 2: Data Collection Period for Survey Components

Survey
Components

Fall

Winter

Spring

Institutional Characteristics
Completions
12-month enrollment

Student Financial
Aid
Graduation Rates
200% Graduation
Rates
Outcome measures
Admissions

Fall Enrollment
Finance
Human
Resources
Academic
Libraries

Note: Institutional characteristics include items such as address, educational offerings, mission
statements, and tuition rates. Completions are reported by gender, ethnicity, age, and CIP code.
Enrollment rates were reported as headcounts by level of student, race, ethnicity, gender,
credit hours, full-time equivalency based on instructional activity and student to faculty ratios.
Graduation rates were calculated as students completing their program within a time frame of
150 percent and 200 percent of the normal time. Student financial aid information was collected
on full-time and first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students. Financial aid
included the average annual net cost of attendance and the tuition assistance benefits provided to
13

active service members and veterans. Student outcome measures followed cohorts of students
and were updated eight years after the original admission of the cohort. Academic library data
was the count of books, media, and database collection along with salaries, materials, and
operational costs.
Case Study
Case study methodology was employed to investigate PBF in the State of Florida among
three institutions within the Florida Association of Unified Universities FAUU. Collectively, this
alliance strategically leverages local assets of each institution for resource funding to support the
students and communities they serve. The alliance’s specific objectives were to increase new
graduate employment rates, first-time employment salaries, increase 4-year FTIC graduation
rates, and 6-year transfer graduation rates. The core mission of FAUU was to strengthen
Florida’s talent pipeline through these state universities, regardless of a student’s background.
Through integrated efforts, the alliance fosters student achievements and better prepares all
students for the workforce of tomorrow, with less debt (FAUU, 2019).
This study examined the performance of the three universities in the FAUU against
Florida’s PBF. The FSUS metrics are presented along with each institution’s initiative to meet
the state metrics. Following other analyses conducted in previous studies on PBF (Klein, 2005),
this study reviewed the return on investments over the years 2014-15 through 2019-20 for each
of these institutions to determine if the metrics led to the results they intended (e.g., increased
retention rates, graduation rates, and annual income of graduates). Although outcomes alone are
not sufficient to support cause-and-effect relationships, they will substantiate impacts of PBF on
desired changes.
14

Theoretical Foundation
The overarching theoretical foundation for the study was Neoliberal Theory. Neoliberal
Theory supports the use of monetary incentives and performance monitoring to motivate agents
toward outcomes determined by principals (Broucker & DeWit, 2015; Dougherty & Natow,
2019; Ferlie et al, 2008, Lane & Kivisto; Pollitt & Dan, 2011). Applying the theory to Florida’s
PBF, the incentives (funding) were intended to realign agent’s (universities) actions towards
outcomes determined by the principals (FBOG). Each of the institutions within the FAUU
depend on PBF. This dependency was further explored in this study.
The second theory used in this study is Resource Dependency Theory (RDT). RDT
suggests the behavior of an organization is dependent upon the external resources that
institutions use. These external resources can further be influenced by external factors that apply
pressure to revenue sources (see Figure 3 below).

15

Figure 3: Resource Dependency Theory Applied to Florida’s State Universities

Resource Dependency Theory is used as a guide to review institutional dependency on
revenue and resources and how funding is allocated. In essence, there is an automatic link
between institutional resource dependencies and associated actions (Zha, 2009). Resource
Dependency Theory supports the alliance of the FAUU.
Increased pressure from the public, federal, and state governments to improve student
outcomes and fiscal accountability led to increased state oversight. In response to the public
pressure, the FSUS created a performance funding model to measure and allocate funding for
16

university improvements. The institutions were held publicly accountable for spending decisions
from the funding that came from taxpayer dollars. In the era of performance funding, it is
important to understand how this funding contributed to student success. Factual, reliable, and
transparent information about the quality of institutions, student success rates, and how federal
dollars were appropriated were important to support the validity of higher education.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the return on investment to the FBOG for
each of the three institutions within the FAUU over time. Grounded in Neoliberal Theory and
resource dependence theory, the study examined performance funding outcomes. Neoliberal
Theory was considered when discussing the incentivized performance funding using the PBF
metrics of student underrepresentation, retention, programs of strategic interest, graduation, and
employment. It will also form the basis for the review of faculty, tenure, promotion, retention,
and salaries. Resource dependency theory guided the discussion of dependency of PBF for the
three institutions within the FAUU. Together, the theories served as a prism to view the amount
of funding received by each institution, the initiatives that evolved from funding, and the student
outcomes based on these initiatives.
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Research Questions
The following research questions were examined:
1. For academic years 2014-15 to 2019-20, did the FAUU institutions meet the Excellence
and Improvement benchmarks established by the Board of Governors for the
Performance Based Funding model, and, in what ways, if any, did PBF metrics change?
2. Is there a relationship between the three institutions FAUU’s key performance indicators
and the PBF metrics for the academic years 2014-15 to 2019-20?
3. How were the FAUU’s PBF key initiatives implemented as stated in their Work Plans
and Accountability Plans (2014 to 2016), and Accountability Reports (2017-2020) for
academic years 2014-15 to 2019-20?

Table 3:Relationship of Theoretical Framework to Research Questions
Question

Neoliberal Theory

Resource Dependency Theory

1, 2, and 3

FBOG determined metrics, monetary

resource dependency, actions

incentives, defined outcomes

determined by metrics, gaming metrics

The purpose of this study was to conduct a formal inquiry and discovery into the Florida
Board of Governors Performance Based Funding model in relationship to three universities
within the FAUU during the years 2014 to 2020. It is important to understand the PBF model is
cyclical and that changes to the model, assessment against the benchmarks, and institutional
reporting occurring at specific times during the year. Data Integrity Certification occurs annually
in June. Annual audits of university processes for data integrity are submitted to the FBOG
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March 1st of every year. Universities are required to submit monitoring reports to the Board
December 31st and May 31st of each year. With the cyclical pattern in mind, the research
questions are aligned with the PBF (see Figure 4) and the findings provide context to the
program.

Figure 4: PBF Cycle Visual
Source: FBOG, Florida Statue 1001.92 State University System Performance-Based Incentive.

Research question two aligns with the gold portion of the diagram measuring Excellence
and Improvement scores that are provided to each institution by the FBOG. The scores are
acquired because of meeting or exceeding predetermined benchmarks (metrics).
Research question wo aligns with the grey area of the diagram. The benchmarks (PBF
Metrics) are compared to the FBOG’s 2025 Strategic Plan (measurements in the short term
against long term goals).
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Research question three aligns with the orange and blue portions of the diagram and is a
review of the ROI for each institution (what the institutions said they would do with the funding
and did they do it). Institutions are required to report annually on their intended use of the
funding received.
Each question was developed upon the theoretical perspectives of Neoliberal Theory
(Broucker & DeWit, 2015; Dougherty & Natow, 2019; Ferlie et al, 2008, Lane & Kivisto; Pollitt
& Dan, 2011) and Resource Dependency Theory (Zha, 2009). The study included the effects of
PBF, the impact of PBF funding changes related to students and faculty, and how institutions
were incentivized to align with performance standards.

Significance of this Study

This study served to fill in a gap in the literature surrounding return on investment of
PBF. There is little research on the outcomes associated with predetermined funding metrics, the
actions taken by institutions to meet model benchmarks, and the associated benefits of PBF. The
exploration of Florida’s model, metrics, incentives, and initiatives contributed to existing
research and provided an additional view of PBF. Findings informed all stakeholders, including
but not limited to the Governor of Florida, FBOG, BOTs, taxpayers, administrators, students,
faculty, and staff. The study could have also been beneficial for other state PBF programs and
the federal government.
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Summary
Increased pressure from the public, students, federal and state governments for
accountability, has prompted PBF programs to publicly present information of how taxpayer
dollars were spent. This case study contributed to the literature on performance-based funding.
Reviewing three institutions within the FSUS, this research study unfolds as follows: Chapter 1
provides the foundation for the study, including the statement of the problem, purpose of the
study, significance of the study, definition of terms, and research questions. Chapter 2 reviews
the literature on PBF and political connections, graduation rates, impacts to faculty and
institutions, and strategic adaptation of institutions. Chapter 3 presents the methodology used in
the study, how the instrumentation was adapted to fit this study and data analysis
procedures. Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study, including the demographics of students
and faculty at the three universities, the validity and reliability of study and quantitative analyses
of the data. Chapter 5 provides a summation of the complete study, limitations, delimitations,
and assumptions, a discussion of the findings, the implications of the findings, the application of
findings, recommendations for future research, and conclusions.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions serve to provide the reader context of terms used in this study:
Academic tenure: An indefinite faculty appointment that can only be terminated for cause or for
extraordinary circumstances, such as financial exigency and program discontinuation (AAUP,
2020). It is conferred by a single institution and does not transfer with a faculty member (The
New Workplace Institute Blog, 2020), however, a tenured faculty member may be offered tenure
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at the institution they are transferring to. Tenure is not offered at for-profit institutions (Chait,
2002).
Accountability Plan: Established by the Florida board of Governors, in 2018, the report
combines previous Annual Accountability Reports and University Work Plans into one new
document that is more closely aligned with the Board of Governors’ 2025 System Strategic Plan.
The report contains results of performance-based funding metrics, evaluation of preeminence,
key performance indicators (teaching & learning, scholarship, research, & innovation) and
enrollment planning. Reports are available for the years 2018-19 to date.
This report enhances the System’s commitment to accountability and strategic planning by
fostering greater coordination between institutional administrators, University Boards of Trustees
and the Board of Governors regarding each institution’s direction and priorities as well as
performance expectations and outcomes on institutional and System-wide goals.
Once an Accountability Plan is approved by each institution’s respective Boards of Trustees, the
Board of Governors will review and consider the plan for approval, excluding those sections of
the Plan that require additional regulatory or procedural approval pursuant to law or Board
regulations.
This System Accountability Plan summarizes the data from each university’s Accountability
Plan. Interested stakeholders are encouraged to also review each university’s Accountability Plan
for important narrative information detailing key opportunities and initiatives in the coming
years (FSUS, 2021).
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Accountability Report: A report template each institution must complete annually for the years
2014-15 to 2017-18. In November 2014 the Board of Governors approved an alignment of its
2025 System Strategic Plan, adding relevant metrics and goals, and adjusting certain existing
goals on key performance indicators to more accurately reflect the progress being made on the
goals associated with those indicators. These reports are a snapshot of how each institution is
progressing in each of the key performance indicators (e.g., degree productivity and program
efficiency, graduation rates, Carnegie Classifications, total number of faculty, degree
productivity, research and commercialization activity, etc.). In addition, there are charts that
indicate each institution's current performance-based funding metrics compared to the previous
year’s report (FSUS, 2021).
Bounded Case Study A case study with boundaries established (e.g., time, three institutions)
(Yin, 2018, p. 31).
Case Study An exploratory research strategy that answers the “how” or ‘why” social
phenomenon works and are appropriate when research “questions require an extensive and indepth description” of the phenomena (p. 4). This method allows the research of operational
processes over time, rather than only counting frequencies or events (Yin, 2018).
Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP): A classification index developed by the National
Center for Education Statistics of academic and occupational instructional programs and
subprograms offered for credit at higher educational institutions. The taxonomy aids in national
and local identification for tracking fields of study and graduations (NCES, 2020).
Cohort: A collection of people with something in common (FBOG, 2020).
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Credit hours: For the purposes of this study, this is the total hours attempted by undergraduate
students within an academic year (FBOG, 2020).
Faculty Titles: Faculty titles vary by titles, table three below is an example of classifications and
ranks among various university faculty titles. Faculty titles and classifications vary greatly across
and within institutions and their responsibilities vary. Examples of ranks include but are not
limited to what is displayed (see Table 4 below) (AAUP, 2020).

24

Table 4: Common Faculty Titles
Entry Rank

Tenure-earning
Asst. Professor

Step One

Tenure-earning or Tenured Assoc.

Step Two

Tenured Professor

Professor

Non-Tenure-earning

Non-Tenure-earning

Non-Tenure-earning

Asst. Professor

Assoc. Professor

Clinical Asst.

Clinical Assoc. Professor

Clinical Professor

Research Assoc. Professor

Research Professor

Instructor

Assoc. Instructor

Senior Instructor

Lecturer

Assoc. Lecturer

Senior Lecturer

Professor

Professor

Research Asst.
Professor
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FTIC: Students entering college for the first time that have earned less than 12 credit hours
following high school graduation, and students who have been accepted to the institution but are
still in high school (FBOG, 2020).
Florida Education and Training Placement Information Program (FETPIP): Supported by
Florida Legislature, Florida Statute 1008.39, the FETPIP was created to collect, maintain, and
report on educational histories that includes “placement and employment, enlistments in the
United States armed services, and other measures of success of former participants in state
educational and workforce development programs,” (para. 11). This data is further verified
through Unemployment Insurance data, U.S. Department of Labor, and the Wage Record
Interchange System (SUS, 2020).
Florida Statute 1008.39: Florida Education and Training Placement Information Program
collects data “to compile, maintain, and disseminate information concerning the educational
histories, placement and employment, enlistments in the United States armed services, and other
measures of success of former participants in state educational and workforce development
programs” for the longitudinal analyses of educational impacts and workforce development
(Florida Statutes, 2020).
FBOG Excellence: A measure of high-quality academic programs by world class, offerings,
“consequential research,” and the ability to engage communities and businesses in meaningful
and measurable ways (FBOG, 2020, p. 12).
FBOG Improvement: An analysis of predetermined benchmarks for PBF metrics that can lead to
an allocation of points.
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Key Performance Indicators: Metrics from the FBOG’s 2025 System Strategic Plan. The metrics
include: (a) Public University National Ranking, (b) Percent of Freshmen in Top 10% of High
School Class, (c) Professional Licensure & Certification Exam First-time Pass Rates, (d) Time to
Degree for FTICs in 120hr Programs [in Calendar Years], (e) Six-Year FTIC Graduation Rates
[includes Full- & Part-time students], (f) Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded [First Majors Only], (g)
Graduate Degrees Awarded [First Majors Only], (h) Percent of Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded to
African-American & Hispanic Student, (i) Percentage of Adult (Aged 25+) Undergraduates
Enrolled [Fall Term Only], (j) Percent of Undergraduate FTE in Online Courses, (k) Percent of
Bachelor’s Degrees in STEM & Health, (l) Percent of Graduate Degrees in STEM & Health, (m)
National Academy Members, (n) Faculty Awards, (o) Total Research Expenditures ($M), (p)
Percentage of Research Expenditures Funded from External Sources, (q) Utility Patents Awarded
[from the USPTO], and (r) Number of Licenses/Options Executed Annually (FBOG, 2021).
Programs of Strategic Emphasis: Determined by demand for degrees in business, economic, and
occupational areas. For 2014-15 see (Appendix B).
Unemployment Insurance: Provides unemployment benefits to workers that become unemployed
through no faculty of their own (U.S. Department of Labor, 2020).
U.S. Department of Labor: A unit of the federal government created to support the needs of
those seeking employment, those who are already employed, and retirees by improving working
conditions, protecting health care benefits, connecting employers and workers, and tracking
changes in employment (U.S. Department of Labor, 2020).
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Pell Grant: Federally sponsored grants for undergraduate students identified with exceptional
financial need. It is available for 12 terms (about six years) and the money can be used for
educational or living expenses. The grant does not have to be repaid, except under certain
circumstances. (Federal Student Aid, 2020).
Pre-tenured faculty: Faculty, hired into tenure-earning positions, who are pursuing a tenure
appointment at their institution. Pre-tenured faculty are expected to conduct a discipline specific
amount of teaching, research, and service. These commitments tend to be weighted more
heavily.
Tenured faculty: Faculty who have earned tenure and are now in the post tenure stage at their
institution (AAUP, 2020).
Tenure-Track Faculty: Faculty hired with the opportunity to obtain tenure after a specified
number of years of service. Institutions have different standards, but most faculty apply for
tenure in their sixth year of service at which time they undergo a tenure review, or alternatively,
a probation period that should not exceed 7 years (AAUP, 2016; Chait, 2002; Tierney &
Bensimon, 1996).
Wage Record Interchange System: Data sharing tool managed by the Department of Education
and the Department of Labor that supports an exchange of employment and wage information
(Leventoff, 2019).
Work Plans: A report template each institution must complete annually for the years 2014-15 to
2017-18 that connects the Board of Governors' 2025 System Strategic Plan and the Board’s
annual accountability report. Once a Work Plan is approved by each institution’s respective
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Boards of Trustees, the Board of Governors review and consider the plan for potential
acceptance. Longer-term components will inform future agendas of the Board’s Strategic
Planning Committee. The Board’s acceptance of a work plan does not constitute approval of any
particular component, nor does it supersede any necessary approval processes that may be
required for each component (FSUS, 2021).
Hypotheses for Research Question 1
H1: There was change in the Percent of Bachelor's Graduates Employed (Earning $25,000+) or
Continuing their Education.
H0: There was no change in the Percent of Bachelor's Graduates Employed (Earning $25,000+)
or Continuing their Education.
H2: There was a change in Median Wages of Bachelor’s Graduates Employed Full-time.
H0: There was no change in Median Wages of Bachelor’s Graduates Employed Full-time.
H3: There was a change in the Average Cost to the Student (Net Tuition per 120 Credit Hours).
H0: There was no change in the Average Cost to the Student (Net Tuition per 120 Credit Hours).
H4: There was a change in Four-Year Graduation Rates (Full-time FTIC).
H0: There was no change in Four-Year Graduation Rates (Full-time FTIC).
H5: There was a change in the Academic Progress Rate (2nd Year Retention with GPA Above
2.0).
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H0: There was no change in the Academic Progress Rate (2nd Year Retention with GPA Above
2.0).
H6: There was a change in the number of Bachelor's Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis.
H0: There was no change in the number of Bachelor's Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis.
H7: There was a change in the University Access Rate (percent of undergraduates with a Pell
grant).
H0: There was no change in the University Access Rate (Percent of Undergraduates with a Pell
grant).
H8: There was a change in the number of Graduate Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis.
H0: There was no change in the number of Graduate Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis.
H9: There was a change in the Percent of Bachelor’s Degrees without Excess Hours.
H0: There was no change in the Percent of Bachelor’s Degrees without Excess Hours.
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
In chapter one, the statement of the problem was introduced. In this chapter the relevant
prior research and related literature are presented. The chapter provides a background of
undergraduate student university access, barriers to retention, programs of strategic interest and
graduation rates. It further explores the working conditions of faculty and their experiences.
A visual of literature included in this review is provided (see Figure 6 below).

Figure 4: Literature Review

Students
A 2014 study (Rutherford & Rabovsky) of secondary data gathered from the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), examined the effectiveness of PBFs on
graduation rates, persistence, and degree attainment. They found there may be confusion by
those judging the effectiveness of a PBF if they reviewed student outcomes based on racial
equity. Some states may be missing the effects of racism when they only look at race (Rutherford
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& Rabovsky, 2014). Moreover, they found when measuring student outcomes by demographics,
there was no change when PBF was introduced which may be due to institutional characteristics
(e.g., Minority Serving Institutions) and state environments, (Rutherford & Rabovsky, 2014).
Some researchers even suggest equity can be bought (Jones, et al., 2017).
There is a growing body of literature that suggests budgeting efforts may limit the
effectiveness of PBFs (Dougherty & Reddy, 2011; Rabovsky, 2012) because of non-challenging
standards (Aldeman & Carey, 2009), and may further be constrained by regional accrediting
agencies, the federal government, consumers (Ewell 2009; Knott & Payne, 2004), and resources
(Rutherford & Rabovsky, 2014).
Underrepresented Students and Factors Related to Graduation Metrics
Underrepresented students for this study, referred to in the Florida PBF as “minority”
years 2014-19, are considered as Black, Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian (Li, 2008, p. vi)
to align with the Department of Education’s definition. It is important to note in 2020, the FSUS
PBF model amended minority to Hispanic and African American. Classification of students
started as large categories. The American construct of race delineated in the literature and in data
collected by states and the federal government categorizes non-Hispanic and non-native
American black and brown persons as “Black,” (e.g., African American Afro-Asians, of island
descent). To remain consistent with the literature, Black will be used to identify African
Americans, those of Caribbean descent, as a broad category.
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American Indian
Studies on American Indian students, unfortunately, are limited. This is partially due to a
low American Indian student population. A study conducted on 158 Native American/American
Indian undergraduate students revealed low self-efficacy rates. They further found a correlation
between self-esteem and academic self-efficacy that led to their non-persistence (Chee et al.,
2019). These students also disproportionately experienced higher levels of violence and abuse
than other students (Wolf et al., 2013). America Indian students are the least likely of all students
to complete a degree and report having experienced isolation, multiple levels of racism, and
discrimination (Chelberg & Bosman, 2020).
Black
Researchers Basile and Black conducted a study on the experiences of Black students in
STEM disciplines. The study found some Black students pursuing STEM degrees often
experience a “you don’t belong here” and a “weed-out culture” (Basile & Black, 2020, p. 382).
Further, they found within the already competitive STEM disciplines, Black students who tried
to join study groups or meet with instructors, were met with hostility because of the negative
stereotype of the inability for success. Students that make it through “weed-out” courses are
often branded as tokens. These students may experience feelings of isolation and being the only
person of color in the group can contribute to students leaving programs. Black students found
they did not get support from faculty if they knew they planned to take their knowledge back to
Black communities. Some successful students used their race as a shield against racialism by
embracing their identity (Basile & Black, 2020).
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Hispanic
Torregosa et al., (2016) conducted a study on 327 nursing students enrolled at seven
universities in Texas and found that students perform better academically with faculty who have
a positive outlook and show compassion. They also found when campus climate is perceived as
discriminating, students who believed faculty had confidence in their ability to make decisions
performed better academically. Campus racial climate, in this study was defined as “personal
experiences of prejudice and discrimination or witnessing discriminatory practices against
others” (Cabrera et al., 1999; Torregosa et al., 2016). This study is important because half of the
participants reported as Mexican American. Although the study was only conducted in Texas, it
may provide insight to perceptions of Mexican American students nationally (Torregosa et al.,
2016). Many studies have uncovered the experiences of underrepresented students’ perception of
“racial discrimination and marginalization as barriers to success” (Torregosa et al., 2016, p.867;
Villarruel et al., 2001; Sanner et al., 2002; Evans, 2004; Gardner, 2005; Amaro et al., 2006;
Taxis, 2006; Rivera-Goba & Nieto, 2007; Alicea-Planas 2009; Starr 2009).
University Access
PBF models often allocate funding based on access to historically underserved students.
A study conducted on 52 college administrators from Pennsylvania and Ohio found the use of
“equity metrics” led institutions to admit students of color that were highly academically
qualified. Li, in 2019 noted this practice has led to increased stratification and those students
who were less academically qualified attended institutions that were less selective.
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Pell Grant Eligible
Students, determined to have financial need based on expected family contribution to
educational expenses, cost of attendance, attendance status (full-time or part-time) and the plan
for academic year attendance, may be eligible for Pell Grant funding. For the academic year
2020-21, the funding award is $6,345 (Federal Student Aid, 2020). There has been an increased
interest by institutions to track the number of Pell-eligible students, in part to gain additional
money through PBF formulas (Li, 2019; Zumeta et al., 2012). Within the State of Florida, there
were 117,606 recipients of the Pell Grant in award year 2017-18 (the latest data reported) (U.S.
Department of Education, 2020).
First-Time in College
Entry stress experienced by FTIC students (e.g., coping skills, time-management skills,
study skills, academic planning skills), although only slightly mitigated by first-year student
seminars, is considered beneficial for institutional retention and graduation rates. Attrition rates
are highest between the first and second year, with more than 50 percent of students dropping out
(Permzadian & Credé, 2016).
The U.S. Department of Education’s report on The Condition of Education 2020, states in
2017-18, there was an 81 percent retention rate of FTIC students at public 4-year institutions.
However, the overall graduation rate of FTIC students graduating from the same institution
where they started in 2012 was 62 percent (Department of Education, 2020). FTIC students are a
vulnerable population and are tracked to improve their completion rate in college.
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Retention
It is important to monitor retention rates to understand students’ academic progress and to
provide resources to support programs as needed to continue student enrollment. A 2019 study
on increased student selectivity found alignment with low retention rate metrics. The author
found institutions that accepted “higher quality students” (p. 983) had higher rates of retention.
High quality students in this study were defined as a calculation of the student’s entering
statistics (e.g., GPA, ACT), and included first-generation students, low-income, students of
color, students aged 25 and older, part-time students, commuter students, and those taking
remedial courses. Wealthier students were found to be more concentrated at “selective, betterresourced” institutions, leaving “lower-income and minoritized students” to attend open-access
institutions (Li, 2019, p.984). In this study, retention rates were measured by publicly available
institutional data.
Programs of Strategic Interests (STEM) and Other Student Variables
Due to the demand for Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM)
graduates to achieve national recognition and to increase global presence and innovations in
science, the State of Florida chose to support students entering STEM fields of study (Appendix
B). Nationally, there is increased interest in the STEM fields, for students and professionals.
Some suggest professional identities are linked to STEM (Mancini et al., 2015), yet others do not
regard STEM as a construct (Breiner et al., 2012; Pitt, 2009). Nonetheless, PBF models are
interested in the number of STEM graduates (Basile & Black, 2019). While students of color are
disproportionately represented in the STEM disciplines (Doughtery et al., 2016), PBF has not
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required an increase in underrepresented student acceptance, retention, or graduation. They
currently only focus on graduation rates of STEM majors by all students.
According to the National Science Foundation (NSF), in 2019, underrepresented
minorities represented as much as 33 percent of the United States population. With this in mind,
it is important to focus on improving the downward trend in the number of bachelor’s degrees
awarded from 2002 to date in the fields of computer science, physical science, mathematics, and
engineering and to understand why there has been a continual decrease for underserved and
underrepresented populations (NSF, 2019).
Graduation rates in areas of strategic interests will be measured by the number of
baccalaureate degrees awarded within the programs designated by the Board of Governors as
‘Programs of Strategic Emphasis’ (FBOG, 2020, p. 1). Students with multiple majors in the
subset of targeted Classification of Instruction Program codes are counted twice (i.e., double
majors are included) (FBOG, 2020). A full list of STEM Classification of Instructional Programs
(CIP) codes considered for STEM disciplines in Florida’s PBF is available in Appendix B.
Graduation
Institutions must monitor graduation rates to determine the time it takes for students to
graduate and to make sure they do not overload the institution with too many students. States are
pressured by policymakers to improve performance specifically related to graduation rates
(Snyder et al., 2016), costs of attendance (Ma et al., 2016), and the students they admit
(Demming & Figlio, 2016). Institutions that serve the underrepresented or FTIC students will
likely have lower graduation rates (Demming & Figlio, 2016).
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Graduation rates of underrepresented students may increase as the number of
underrepresented faculty increases. A 2018 study utilizing archival IPEDS data from 63 postsecondary institutions (Faculty, n = 15, 9147 and undergraduate student graduation rates, n =
234,224) found a relationship between underrepresented minority faculty and the undergraduate
graduation rates of underrepresented minority students. In their review, they found a
disproportionately low level of diversity at many institutions in the U.S. (Stout et al., 2018).
In addition, institutions have learned how to “game the system” by reducing course
requirements so students can pass courses more easily and graduate. These actions may end up
having a detrimental effect on the outcomes they are trying to achieve. (Dougherty & Natow,
2019; Butler, 2010; Frølich 2011; Glaser et al., 2002; Kivisto 2007; Lane, 2012; Lane & Kivisto,
2008; Woelert & Yates, 2015).
Employment After Graduation
Job market trends and the accompanying salaries are important for universities to
understand relative to resource allocations. Researchers Martini and Fabbris (2017), in their
longitudinal study of graduate students over 130 programs, found the measure of educational
effectiveness was multidimensional and that short-term and long-term measurements were
needed to gain a clearer picture of the construct. Subdimensions of education effectiveness
include the relationship between the university and the labor market, “potential for skill
improvement and marketability of degree programs” (p. 365), additional training received, and
job refusal rates (Martini & Fabbris, 2017).
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Additional complications for measuring compensation rates are found in how they are
measured. Creating an average salary across several fields of study does not result in an accurate
portrayal of earnings and can lead to reduced opportunities to prepare students for “fields that are
socially desirable but not financially lucrative” (Demming & Figlio, 2016, p. 46). Furthermore,
other researchers suggested college experiences (e.g., extra-curricular, study abroad, sororities)
for women with “family resources of the upper and upper-middle class” impacted their
opportunity to obtain “decent- to well-paying jobs after college” (Witteveen & Attewell, 2017, p.
1544).
All the aforementioned factors (e.g., race, retention, FTIC,) have been noted to be
associated outcomes related to graduation and improving the workforce. By incentivizing
improvement in these areas, the FSUS aimed to motivate higher education institutions to
purposefully consider solutions that would improve student outcomes for the betterment of
society. A major part of the solution to increasing graduation and retention rates, are the faculty
who impart knowledge on the students.
Faculty
Faculty Roles
Prior research indicated links between faculty role models and the retention and
graduation rates of students (Hall, 2017). A 2017 phenomenological study to investigate
academic and non-cognitive factors on persistence and graduation rates of African American and
Hispanic undergraduate students, found that faculty added to persistence rates of students by
providing “meaningful challenges,” personal connections through mentoring and “assisting with
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preparing administrative documents” (Hall, 2017, p. 56). A 2017 a case study reviewed the
impacts faculty had on students. Through publicly available IPEDS data, they found a
relationship between faculty and students: higher racial/ethnicity variations led to higher
graduation rates of underrepresented minority students (Stout et al., 2018).
Tenure
Academic tenure in the United States is commonly understood as the “promise” of
continued employment. Faculty are provided the right to due process prior to termination and
may not be discharged for reasons beyond institutional financial exigency (AAUP, 2020).
Academic freedom, as protected by academic tenure, is defined as “the freedom to teach and
conduct research without fear or concern of retribution” (Tierney & Lanford, 2014, p. 4) Tenure
is the most coveted status a faculty member can receive, especially in higher education. Tenured
faculty improve the level of instruction and support student outcomes. Tenured faculty, unlike
non-tenure-track faculty, are required to conduct research. Research creates new knowledge that
can be passed on to the student. In addition, the research generated by the faculty member often
contributes to additional income for institutions and opportunities for undergraduate students to
continue graduate education.
Tenure Process
Pre-tenured faculty are hired into tenure-earning positions that are considered
probationary. Each is evaluated on readiness for tenure during the sixth year of continued
employment (AAUP, 2020; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). During the tenure earning period,
faculty are required to teach, sometimes heavy course-loads, conduct research, and serve the
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department, institution, and community. A peer-reviewed process for tenure includes rigorous
vetting of a faculty member’s achievements. Faculty are assessed at many levels, beginning with
a department committee, followed by department chair or unit head, and then by the college and
the dean. At the college level, college committee members may be far removed from an
applicant’s discipline and must rely heavily on the contents of the application, department
criteria, where they exist, the department’s recommendation, the chair’s recommendation, and
the discussions within the college committee meetings. Following the college review, they are
assessed at the university level by colleagues even further removed from the applicant’s
discipline. The final determination for conferral of tenure is conducted by the provost, the
president, and the institution’s board of trustees (Brubacher, 1997; Hofstadter, 1955;
Teichgraeber, 2014). The requirements for tenure vary by discipline, however, research and
creative activity are common elements of criteria (Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). Tenure track
progression is largely determined on individual achievements and includes scholarly
publications, research funding, presentations, and teaching evaluations.
Working Conditions
Teaching
University faculty are commonly required to teach two to three courses each fall and
spring semester. At large research universities, tenure-earning faculty are often required to teach
general education courses, many of which enroll several hundreds of students. Rising student
enrollments lead to higher student-to-faculty ratios and higher teaching loads (College Board,
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2020). However, higher student-to-faulty ratios are not found to be significant predictors for
student retention (Perkins-Holtsclaw & Lampley, 2018).
Teaching, or instruction, includes face-to-face lecture, online, or mixed mode: a mixture
of face-to-face instruction and online learning. Scholars, Park & Choi (2014) argue that teaching
pedagogies at institutions of higher education are instrumental in preparing students for the 21st
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century. Traditional configurations that include face-to-face instruction, create challenges and
limitations, and discriminate through learning conditions. The old-style classroom, layout of the
instructor in the front of a classroom they report, is static and inflexible. They argue that
classroom design and effective learning strategies need to be employed to create a more effective
instructional opportunity. Effective teaching, they report, requires the incorporation of
technology into the classroom (Park & Choi, 2014). Education is embracing the technology
movement and faculty are required to adapt to new learning techniques that are collaborative in
nature. (Jarvenoja & Jarvela, 2005).
Research
Over the last twenty years, expectations for tenure have shifted from just teaching to
include research, with an emphasis on inventions, patents, and licensing (Sanberg et al, 2014).
While there are varying expectations for obtaining tenure in every discipline, no discipline
escapes the requirements and expectations of research and creative activities. Researchers agree,
the shift from an emphasis on teaching to research now requires faculty to focus more on
scholarship than to teaching and service (Acker & Webber, 2016; Pfeiffenberger et al., 2014;
Harley et al., 2007). Although expectations for research vary by discipline, the minimum
scholarly commitment is generally no less than two to three peer-reviewed publications per year
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(Rocco & Reio, 2016). There is concern reductions in federal funding that have occurred over
the last several years, could result in increased competition between university faculty and
programs for employment and funding, and this competition may change the future landscape of
research (Flaherty, 2017).
The research, grants, and patents generated by tenured and tenure-earning faculty are a
source of income to the institutions. Patent awards are determined by the United States Patent
and Trademark Office. Utility patents protect the way a patent looks. U.S. Code 35 U.S.C. § 101
governs all aspects of patent law in the United States. Whoever invents or discovers any new and
useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and useful
improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of
this title (U.S Patent and Trademark Office, 2021).
Service
Prior research has shown, commitments can require a great deal of time but are not
considered to carry much weight on the determination of tenure conferral (Foos et al., 2004;
Green & Baskind, 2007; Mamiseishvili et al., 2016). Service is a necessary tenet for tenure,
however, the commitment of effort and time for service often does not match the faculty
member’s assignment of service.
The requirements for tenure have been discussed briefly within the triad of teaching,
research, and service, and do not include all responsibilities of a faculty member. Though there is
general agreement within institutions and between departments on their importance for meeting
requirements for tenure, no consistency exists within the institution or between departments on
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faculty requirements for each area; thus, there is a lack of clarity on what is expected for each
individual.
Underrepresented Faculty
It is important to understand the faculty composition of institutions relative to the student
demographics as studies suggest underrepresented students are more likely to graduate when
they interact with underrepresented faculty (Stout et al., 2018). Therefore, it is important for
institutions to have a diverse faculty to support retention and graduation rates of a diverse student
population. Further, to aid in the retention of underrepresented faculty, it is important to
understand their experiences and to aid in program development.
According to Chait (2002), “the most acute, disenchanted subsets of academics are
women and faculty of color” (Chait, 2002, p. 17). It can be particularly difficult for women to be
successful in their positions (Rogus-Pulia et al., 2018) because of societal imposed norms (Cotter
et al., 2011) and high service expectations (Guarino & Borden, 2017; Misra, Lundquist, &
Holmes, 2011). A lack of guidance or what it takes to achieve tenure causes faculty great stress,
but they quickly learn ways of managing ambiguous expectations. This environment can be
overwhelming, especially when combined with family needs, societal expectations, and physical
and mental health. Coupled with relationship and family responsibilities, tenure expectations can
be a major source of stress for faculty as there never is enough time to pay proper attention to
everything. The stress may cause some to leave their faculty positions to support family needs
(Green & Baskind, 2007). This loss of female faculty is commonly referred to as a leaky pipeline
(Barr et al., 2008; Morgan et al., 2013; Schroeder et al., 2013). Adding to the complexity,
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African American and Hispanic women faculty are underemployed in the STEM fields (Funk &
Parker, 2018; National Science Board, 2012), and are more likely to be in non-tenure track
positions (Ginther & Kahn, 2013, pp. 71-92), therefore, leading to high exit rates for women
faculty of color in the STEM disciplines (Liu et al., 2019, Ong et al., 2011).
There is further evidence that these same faculty experience “leaks” in the promotion
pipeline (Liu et al., 2019; Ong et al., 2011). A 2010 study conducted by Keashly and Neuman
reported the promotion track is laden with incivility and bullying largely because of power
differences (Keashly & Neuman, 2010). They found that 49 percent of the faculty they
interviewed reported being bullied for more than three years. Additional research supports that
women minorities are the most likely group to experience inappropriate behaviors. In addition to
the behaviors of their colleagues, they are treated with disrespect by students, which the research
tells us, may contribute to their flight from academia in general (Babcock et al., 2003; Sandberg,
2013).
Underrepresented women often feel isolated from their social support networks
(Constantine et al., 2008; Turner & Myers, 2000) because of their environments that are filled
predominantly with white men (Liu et al., 2019). Further, due to there being few women of color
to serve as mentors, they are forced to figure out on their own how to navigate personal identities
and promotion paths (Liu et al., 2019). Faculty member, Johnson-Bailey (2015) recounted her
experiences of incivility and bullying because of race and gender through the lens of Black
Feminist Thought (Johnson-Bailey, 2015). Students would not accept her as a teacher and as a
result she encountered “hostile confrontations and passive aggressive resistance,” (JohnsonBailey, 2015, p. 44). When recounting her experience with colleagues, her interactions retarded
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career advancement and led to “retiring in place” or leaving (Johnson-Bailey, 2015, p. 45). In a
2010 study, Keashly and Neuman reported the promotion track is laden with incivility and
bullying as a result of power differences, with 49 percent of faculty reporting being bullied for
more than three years (Keashly & Neuman, 2010). Faculty promotions require a hierarchical
review by their colleagues. Criteria is often not well written and can make promotion decisions
subjective. At the departmental level, faculty compete for resources (e.g., equipment, space,
money, students) and hidden agendas abound (Higgerson & Joyce, 2007). Moving forward to the
college level review, reviewers may be further removed than department faculty and not in a
position to make informed decisions for promotion (Keashly & Neuman, 2010).
Promotion
According to the 2018-19 Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac, the proportion of
women to men varies by rank. As indicated in Table 1, women outpace men as assistant
professors, drop off proportionately at the associate professor rank, and are negligible at the
professor rank. Though the table does not present the percentage of assistant professors who are
on the tenure track, it does highlight the decrease of women faculty representation at the
professor rank. This supports the need to explore and understand tenure-earning women
experiences. Women and men faculty (see Table 5) are essentially equally represented at the
rank of assistant professor; however, there is great disparity at the rank of professor.
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Table 5: Faculty Ranks
Rank

Men

Women

Professor

67.8%

32.2%

Associate Professor

54.9%

45.1%

Assistant Professor

48.7%

51.3%

Note: At the professor rank, women represent one third of the faculty, a 59.3 percent decrease in
proportion from the assistant professor rank.
Retention
Research supports the use of mentoring programs to aid in retention. Mentors help to
introduce the cultures and traditions of their discipline to their mentees (Malcolm & Malcolm,
2011). In addition, mentors can guide faculty with goal setting and professional development
needs (Dawson et al., 2015). Mentoring can be especially successful for women faculty when
they are paired with a mentor of the same gender and race (Blake-Beard et al., 2011). Depending
upon timing, institutions may face disruptions in teaching and incur significant financial loss,
especially in the STEM disciplines. Faculty are often given a substantial start-up package that
can be well into the hundreds of thousands of dollars (Xu, 2011).
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Faculty Salaries
PBF models add to the gap in pay between women and male faculty at public institutions.
Research productivity as a metric for institutional performance is often linked to faculty salaries
(Barbezat & Hughes, 2005; Johnson & Taylor, 2018; Toutkoushian & Conley, 2005). Science
and Engineering faculty produce more and receive more than other disciplines (Cantwell &
Taylor, 2013; Slaughter & Cantwell, 2012; Volk et al., 2001). This does not mean faculty in
other areas are less productive, rather, other disciplines do not receive the same amount of
funding that leads to more peer-reviewed publications, patents, and commercialization (Johnson
& Taylor, 2018). Publication counts and patents are also metrics of excellence for national and
international rankings organizations (Cantwell et al., 2018; Marginson, 2016; Rosinger et al.,
2016), and add to competition between faculty for monetary resources, such as salary, awards,
and promotion (Johnson & Taylor, 2018; Stephan, 2012; Taylor et al., 2013). Competition can be
laden with biases.
Implicit Biases
Biases and dysconsciousness often occur unknowingly and other times are explicitly
made known (Anderson et al., 2019). Students of color at predominantly White institutions, are
victims of racial jokes and comments, slurs, and unequal treatment in informal settings such as
residence halls (Harwood et al., 2012) and dining halls, school events and parties and are more
likely to come from peers than from faculty (Del Toro & Hughes, 2020). Researchers have found
that students receive racial and ethnic discrimination from professors and from peers that leads to
lower self-efficacy (Benner & Graham, 2013). This treatment affects their college experience,
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academic achievement (Del Toro & Hughes, 2020) and their physical and psychological health
(Benner & Graham, 2013; Del Toro & Hughes, 2020).
Underrepresented faculty experience racial biases as barriers to hiring that often led to
resignation instead of retention (Liu et al., 2019). Underrepresented women faculty experience
stereotypical modeling that White women faculty do not experience (Liu et al., 2019). A 2009
study conducted by Harrison and Thomas found biases against darker African American women
than lighter skinned American women during the hiring process (Harrison & Thomas, 2009).
One researcher explains the difference in treatment with her statement, “from the moment of
negotiating my contract, my race and gender were always issues – my integrity, my competency,
my credibility, my office space – and of course, my hair,” (Henry, 2015, p. 595).
Data Sources
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
The Higher Education Act of 1965 requires higher educational institutions who
participate in federal student aid programs to report statistics on student enrollments,
completions, and graduation rates, demographics of faculty and staff, finances, educational costs,
and student financial aid. The network of information is contained in the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). The system is supported by the U.S.
Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Each year more
than 7,500 national institutions transmit data to the NCES which they analyze and report out to
the public. Due to the nature of institutions collecting data for fall of a given year and reporting
the information to IPEDS, there is a lag time for publicly available data.
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Common Data Set
A collection of nationally recognized and understood data elements. It contains
definitions and terms that entities such as U.S. News and World Report, the College Board, and
Peterson’s use in their surveys. The CDS provides universal translatable standards for surveys of
higher education institutions.
Performance-Based Funding Data
Each university is required to submit data into the State University Database System
(SUDS) which contains more than 400 data points on students, faculty, and programs at the state
institutions. The Board of Governors’ Office of Data Analytics (ODA) is responsible for
oversight and analysis of the data. Cohorts are identified by FBOG staff as those students that
earned a bachelor’s degree during an academic year: summer, fall and spring terms A data
integrity process was developed to provide assurance of reliable, accurate, and complete data to
SUDS (BOG, 2020).
Performance-Based Funding Literature
Research on metrics utilized in PBF models provides insight to the success or failure of
initiatives. Kelchin (2019) emphasized concerns that PBF initiatives discouraged higher
education institutions from recruiting and enrolling students who are less likely to succeed. PBF
programs that focus on enrolling students with a higher chance of success may lead to reduced
diversity. Reviewing facts and figures from a dataset constructed on PBF models from 2004-05
through 2014-15 and IPEDS, Kelchin found little to no support for improved underrepresented
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student enrollment rates. He stressed the importance for policy makers to be aware of the
unintended consequences that may result from enrollment metrics with more selective criteria.
While these models may improve completion rates, institutions may be limiting access to the
underserved students further stratifying diversity (Kelchen, 2019).
Enrollment rates are only one of the funding measures of success, another is graduation
rates. Larocca & Carr (2020) using a comprehensive dataset they developed on PBF by state
combined with IPEDS data on 494 institutions, over the years 1997-98 through 2015-16, found a
positive relationship between SAT/ACT performance and graduation rates. Further, they found
no significant impact of PBF on graduation rates at 4-year institutions. The effects of PBF on
graduation rates has been studied extensively with most all reporting nonsignificant results
(Dougherty & 2013; Hillman et al., 2014, 2015; Rutherford & Rabovsky 2014; Shin, 2010;
Tandberg & Hillman 2014; Tandberg et al., 2014).
Educational costs are most often measurements for PBF programs. Researchers
reviewing Louisiana's PBF found an increase in in-state tuition rates at public 4-year institutions
associated with PBF initiatives. Using multiple data sources including the IPEDS, the Current
Population Survey collected by the US Census Bureau, , data maintained by the Council of State
Governments (CSG), and state data maintained by the National Association of State Budget
Officers, the researchers analyzed tuition rates over the years 2004 through 2014. They report
that a possible explanation for the increased in-state tuition rates may be related to the high
number of students choosing to remain in-state for their education compared to the national
average (Hu &Villarreal, 2019).
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Florida Performance-Based Funding
Florida’s PBF awards a maximum of 10 points in excellence and in improvement for
each of the metrics (see Table 6) as determined by the Florida BOG. For this study, the common
metrics (1-8) and metric nine (9a) will be used.
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Table 6: Florida Performance Funding Metrics
Metrics Common to All Florida Public Universities
1. Percent of Bachelor's Graduates Employed and/or Continuing their Education Further 1 Yr
after Graduation
2. Median Average Full-time Wages of Undergraduates Employed in Florida 1 Yr after
Graduation
3. Average Cost per Undergraduate Degree to the Institution
4. Six-Year Graduation Rate (Full-time and Part-time FTIC)
5. Academic Progress Rate (2nd Year Retention with GPA Above 2.0)
6. Bachelor's Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM)
7. University Access Rate (Percent of Undergraduates with a Pell grant)
8. Graduate Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM)

Board of Governors Choice Metrics (Select One)
9a. Percent of Bachelor's Degrees without Excess Hours
There have been changes to the original model. As an example, the original 2013 - metric
one, common to all universities was updated in 2015 to include military and federal government
graduates and graduates outside the State of Florida. Metric one was further amended in 2018
from a six-year graduation rate for FTIC students to a four-year graduation rate for full-time,
FTIC students. The original 2013 - metric three, that measured the average cost per
undergraduate degree rose to $30,900 in 2016 and metric six, that measured bachelor’s degrees
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in strategic emphasis expanded to include additional degrees in strategic emphasis programs in
2015. The changes make tracking progress difficult at best to manage.
In addition, initiatives and benchmarks are not on the same schedule for measurement,
they were evaluated in arrears; initiatives and metrics for 2014-15 were measured on their
success in 2016-17. The scores awarded against the benchmarks for excellence and improvement
were measured against the previous year. “Improvement is current year performance minus
previous year performance. The result is generally a percentage change and is scored 1 point for
1% up to 5 points for 5%” (FBOG, 2019, p. 6).
Institutions with scores higher than or the same as the previous year received a
proportional amount of funding. If institutions didn’t obtain the minimum points needed to
qualify for funding, they were required to submit improvement plans demonstrating how they
would raise their scores up to the minimum requirement. To boot, when institutions fell below
the minimal threshold, their portion of funding was redistributed to the other institutions who
scored at or above the threshold. Three institutions were placed on improvement plans in 201415, monitored through 2015-16, and fell back into alignment in 2016-17.
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Theoretical Framework
Neoliberal Theory
Two theories informed the exploration of Florida State University System performancebased funding outcomes. Neoliberal Theory emphasizes the use of monetary incentives coupled
with performance monitoring leads to a specific outcome as designated by principals (Broucker
et al, 2015; Dougherty & Natow, 2020; Ferlie et al., 2008; Lane & Kivisto, 2008; Pollitt & Dan,
2011). Reviewing PBF through the lens of Neoliberal Theory, agents (institutions) are
incentivized to move toward a goal established by the principal (state). Conflicting interests of
institutions and the state can sometimes become obstacles to the established goal. Over time,
institutions learn to obscurely game the system (Dougherty et al., 2020; Dougherty et al., 2016;
Li, 2017). For example, course demands could be reduced to achieve higher graduation rates
leading to a net gain in funding without investment of resources (Dougherty et al., 2020;
Dougherty et al., 2016). Institutional responses to changing goals make it difficult for planning
(Dougherty et al., 2016; Li & Zumeta, 2019). In addition, there are delays in funding because the
goals are measurements over time (Hillman et al., 2018; Kelchen, 2018b).
A 2018 case analysis conducted through a Neoliberal theoretical lens proposed
institutions need to be aware of unintended consequences of PBF. The researchers reviewed 121
policy documents, white papers, evaluation reports, and news items for Tennessee, Washington,
United Kingdom, and Italy to examine how policy makers use Neoliberal Theory to design and
support PBF. They found policy makers from all four locations employed the following: (a)
institutional incentives to change their priorities, (b) created competition through pseudo-markets
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for higher education institutions, (c) rewarded funding from private sources, (d) created new
markets for the private sector (consulting services to help institutions navigate new
requirements), (e) include the private sector (e.g. Gates, Lumina) in the creation, mediation and
implementation of policy, and (f) promoted marketization by aligning it with the public good, or
making it appear inevitable (Ziskin et al., 2018). The study further supports unintended
competition between Florida institutions and within the FSUS.
Resource Dependency Theory
Within the scope of the second theory, Resource Dependency Theory (RDT), institutions
become dependent upon the resources provided through performance-based funding. Institutions
can create alliances, mergers, and acquisitions to overcome their dependencies on the PBF.
Research shows that resource diversification (Guo, 2006; Toepler, 2006) as seen in increased
student fees and commercial endeavors (e.g., fundraising, out-of-state tuition rates, intensive
English language programs) and operational reductions (e.g., human resources outsourcing)
supports organizational survival (Gras & Mendoza‐Abarca, 2014).
A 2019 empirical study conducted by Kholmuminov et al., on higher education
institutions in Uzbekistan found a positive relationship between tuition fees and expenditures
spent on teaching. Using RDT as a guide, the study reviewed the educational expenditures of 62
institutions over a 14-year period (2000-2013) and analyzed their annual financial reports against
their expenditures. The researchers indicate their findings are similar to the financial decisions
made by U.S. institutions and their dependency on funding (Kholmuminov et al., 2019).
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Zha’s (2009) study was grounded in Resource Dependency Theory. He concluded that
worldwide, national education systems move from a specialized regime into an integrative
theme, and finally to an integrated hierarchical regime. Initially, institutions have specialized
missions, but quickly move into an integrative system where all institutions are measured against
a single set of criteria. Competition for resources transition institutions into an integrated
hierarchical regime where the institutions are ranked against one another on a standard set of
criteria. The researchers argue institutions with high research have more access to resources and
prestige than other institutions within the system leading to an integrative hierarchy.
A 2012 study utilizing the Delta Cost Project IPEDS database reiterated the relationship
between reliance on revenue and the expenditures by institutions. A review of institutional
characteristics, completions, finances, staffing, student financial aid and tuitions and fees found a
reliance on tuition revenue creates a shift in expenditures for educational activities. The
researcher alerts stakeholders that the declining trend of state support may lead to implications
for institutional outputs. As institutions lean toward more alternative revenue streams, RDT
supports that they will enter into contracts that will change institutional behaviors. While
competing for decreased funding through PBFs, institutions become further reliant upon tuition
and philanthropy for survival (Fowles, 2013).
RDT is further defined as a combination of power in organizations with an endless
pursuit to manage environments. In essence, organizations desire to maximize their autonomy
and minimize their uncertainty. Three core ideas of RDT are the influence of social context,
organizations strategize to maintain autonomy while pursuing interest, and power understood
through internal and external actions of organizations (Davis & Cobb, 2010).
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Summary
In Chapter 2, the literature review built the foundation for the study. The review explored
student underrepresentation, retention, programs of strategic interest, graduation rates and
employment. Faculty tenure, promotion, retention, and salaries were examined. Student biases,
faculty biases, and institutional biases were explored. PBF studies were introduced. Finally, the
theoretical framework for the study was presented. Combined, the reviews served as groundwork
for the study to research the return on investment of Florida’s PBF on three FAUU institutions.
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CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH METHODS
Methodology
Performance-based funding has been incorporated in higher education funding models to
promote efficient and effective education (Kelchen, 2018). The present study examines metrics
related to the PBF model adopted in the state of Florida to determine whether this funding model
contributed to improved positive student outcomes. In this chapter, the methodology for this
study is described. The study includes a longitudinal investigation of performance-based
funding at three institutions in the state of Florida from 2014-2019. Described throughout this
chapter are the subjects and their basic respective demographics, the research design, the process
of the case study, the data analysis methods utilized to obtain the findings, and known
limitations. The subjects of the case study include three institutions in the state of Florida that
share similar characteristics and are in an established partnership.
Research Design
A quantitative descriptive case study will be conducted to investigate the performancebased funding model among three higher education institutions. Case studies are often employed
when the desire is to investigate a program for a limited period (Lee & Ormrod, 2013). The case
under investigation is bounded by a partnership (i.e., FAUU) of three Universities that serve the
largest number of FTIC students in the state of Florida. The universities were established by the
Florida legislature in the 1960s and entered the FAUU partnership in 2015. They are in Florida's
largest cities and each have student populations of more than 55,000. Universities in the
partnership strategically leverage the local assets of each institution for funding to support their
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students and the communities they serve. Collectively, their missions are to increase new
graduate employment rates, first-time employment salaries, increase 4-year FTIC graduation
rates, and 6-year transfer graduation rates. The quantitative descriptive case study was chosen for
this investigation as it has been utilized in other college and university performance-based
funding dissertation studies (Washington, 2016).
Study Variables
The variables that are considered in this study include: (a) Percent of Bachelor’s
Graduates Employed and/or Continuing their Education Further 1 Yr after Graduation, (b)
Median Average Full-time Wages of Undergraduates Employed in Florida 1 Yr after Graduation,
(c) Average Cost per Undergraduate Degree to the Institution, (d) Six-Year Graduation Rate
Full-time and Part-time FTIC, (e) Academic Progress Rate, 2nd Year Retention with GPA
Above 2.0 (f) Bachelor's Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM), (g)
University Access Rate Percent of Undergraduates with a Pell grant, (h) Graduate Degrees
Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM), (i) Percent of Bachelor’s Degrees
Without Excess Hours.
The Board of Governors change Performance Based Funding (PBF) metrics in October of
each year and votes on the changes in November. The changes become effective the following
June when the next PBF scoring, and allocations take place. Data is submitted by each institution
during the fall after receiving approval from university trustees. All institutional data are
collected, and the PBF metrics are finalized in March of each year by the Board of Governors.
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Metrics and benchmarks are not changed after November unless there is a legislative act
requiring the Board to change the metrics (FBOG, 2021).
Each of the three institutions were scored on Excellence” and “Improvement” (see
Appendix F) for each of the eight-common metrics. (a) Percent of Bachelor’s Graduates
Employed and/or Continuing their Education Further 1 Yr after Graduation, (b) Median Average
Full-time Wages of Undergraduates Employed in Florida 1 Yr after Graduation, (c) Average
Cost per Undergraduate Degree to the Institution, (d) Six-Year Graduation Rate Full-time and
Part-time FTIC, (e) Academic Progress Rate, 2nd Year Retention with GPA Above 2.0 (f)
Bachelor's Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM), (g) University
Access Rate Percent of Undergraduates with a Pell grant, (h) Graduate Degrees Awarded in
Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM). In addition, the three institutions were also
measured for (i) the Percent of Bachelor's Degrees without Excess Hours.
The Florida’s PBF model has changed over the years 2015-15 to 2019-20 (see Figure 7).
Some metrics were measured by the academic year, some by the fiscal year, and others did not
indicate if the measures were for the academic year or the fiscal year. The following presents the
number of changes over the fiscal years and the academic or fiscal years that are measured by
each metric as “Excellence” and “Improvement,” by year.
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Figure 5: Florida Performance Based Funding – Schedule of Changes in Common Metrics
Source: Florida Board of Governor’s 2021
Note. AY is the academic year and FY is the fiscal year. Years without AY or FY are presumed to
be calendar years.
Positionality Statement
Since cases and the data in case study research are determined by the researcher, there
may be unintentional bias in choices made for the study (Tariq & Woodman, 2013). Therefore,
the positionality of the researcher is described herein. During this study, the researcher worked
full-time as director of a faculty career development unit within a research university in Florida.
State funding has always been of interest to me especially since the new performance-based
funding model was launched. Funding amounts have varied because of the economy, natural
disasters, and now a pandemic.
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I have worked at the university over fifteen years and have experienced a few variations
of state funding and institutional budget models. It has been interesting to see and understand
first-hand how public institutions are dependent upon state funding. My experience in higher
education and interest in performance-based funding in Florida lead me to this topic. My limited
knowledge of performance funding did not influence my ability to remain objective through the
course of the research. My major professor helped me navigate the process to ensure my biases
did not impact the interpretation of the data collected.
Case Study Subjects
In 2015, the Florida’s Association of Unified Universities (FAUU), a collaborative
partnership between three of the state’s research universities, formed to collectively support
student transformation and the metropolitan areas they serve. Funded in part by the Anonymous
Education Foundation, the group’s specific mission is to “strengthen Florida’s talent pipeline
through sharing ideas and scaling solutions which accelerate learner achievement and expand
access to economic opportunity.” Collectively these three Universities serve 60 percent of the
state’s student population, inclusive of 25 percent of the minority population, and 25 percent of
first-generation students (Anonymous Educational Foundation, 2020). To preserve anonymity of
these institutions, the names were deidentified, and range metrics were utilized.
In the academic year 2014-15, Charger University (CU) received between $21,000,000
and $26,000,000 in funding. The institution proposed using the funding to create a new college
of applied sciences and a career services/access center to assist with student needs. The funding
was additionally earmarked to increase freshman retention rates to 90 percent, increase second
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year retention rates by 86 percent retention rate with grade point averages greater than 2.0 and a
59 percent six-year graduation rate.
The same year Energy University (EU) was allocated between $21,000,000 and
$26,000,000 in performance-based funding. The university proposed to use the funding to
support the improvement in student engagement, retention, and six-year graduation rates. The
institution’s proposed return on investment (ROI) included an increase in academic progress
rates from 78 percent to 81 percent by the year 2016-2017, an increase in FTIC six-year
graduation rates by two percent per year to result in a 58 percent graduation rate by 2016-2017,
and a two percent increase in STEM bachelor’s and graduate degrees leading to the percentage
of bachelor’s graduates employed full-time in Florida from 67 percent to 69 percent by 20162017 (FBOG, 2020).
Finally, Adventure University (AU) was also allocated between $21,000,000 and
$26,000,000 in funding. The institution proposed to use the funding to hire additional faculty to
enhance undergraduate and graduate student experiences by ensuring course availability, and to
hire full-time faculty members, with the majority as tenure track. Specifically, the institution
earmarked $1,900,000 for 2014-15, $10,450,033 for 2015-16, and $4,706,428 for 2016-17. Most
of the hires were forecast in 2015-16 because of the hiring cycle (FBOG, 2020). The balance of
funding would be used for start-ups and the retention of current faculty (FBOG, 2020). The
institution’s ROI was measured by a 90 percent academic progress rate, and a 70 percent six-year
graduation rate over the next three academic years. Targets for the institution were to keep the
costs of earning a bachelor's degree at or below a 1 percent increase, increase of graduates in
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computer related fields by 2016-17 by 67 percent, and increase the number of patents awarded to
faculty (FBOG, 2020).
Note: To preserve anonymity, the exact funding amounts were not provided for each institution
in this study.
Data Sources
Archival data was requested or retrieved for the study from the following sources:
summaries of performance funding that were submitted to the Florida BOG, internal audits
against the proposed funding for each institution, audits conducted on universities, institutional
facts available on the FAUU websites, IPEDS, and the Common Data Set. Data collected will be
analyzed against Florida’s PBF metrics.
Summaries of Performance Funding Initiatives
Florida public universities were required to submit annual summaries of performance
initiatives to the BOG. These reports are publicly available and considered as an archival data
source in this study. When reports were not available online, the BOG was contacted for copies
of these reports. The annual reports were prepared by each institution and included: (a) amount
of funding allocated, (b) description of what the funding was used for, and (c) return on
investments.
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University Audits
Each year Florida public universities were required to conduct internal audits on funding
received against performance-based metrics. The findings are submitted to the FBOG and
contained a statement indicating if the institution was or was not on track to meet the metrics. In
cases where they were not on track, they had to provide supporting explanations of why they
were not and detailed measures on how they would get back on track.
Institutional Facts
Each institution through their online facts, presents information on faculty and students.
Faculty totals and percentages are reported by rank, gender, ethnicity, tenure status, and highest
educational attainment. Student counts and percentages are reported as the number of
admissions, degrees awarded, headcount, enrollment, and retention and graduation rates by
gender, ethnicity, cohort, FTIC, and transfer. All data was curated from the public websites of
each of these universities.
IPEDS Data
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) is data clearinghouse within
the National Center for Educational Statistics. IPEDS surveys are mandatory for institutions that
participate in or are applicants for participation in any federal student financial aid program (such
as Pell grants and federal student loans) authorized by Title IV of the Higher Education Act of
1965, as amended (20 USC 1094, Section 487(a)(17) and 34 CFR 668.14(b)(19)). Research
universities, state colleges and universities, private religious and liberal arts colleges, for-profit
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institutions, community and technical colleges, non-degree-granting institutions such as beauty
colleges, and others participate in the survey each year (IPEDS, 2020).
Data Collection Methods
Upon receiving approval from the IRB (Appendix C) a request for data was sent by email
to the three universities in this study (Appendix D). Public requests were completed. All three
institution’s public facing websites were curated, and artifacts were collected to provide context
to answer the research questions. Next, performance funding initiative reports were gathered and
analyzed against each university’s work plans over the period. Then, institutional audits were
examined to understand institutional success of meeting the performance-based metrics, or
conversely, what adjustments were made to the plans to ensure success the following year.
Finally, a thorough review of institutional initiatives was completed to understand their impacts
on the overall success of performance-based funding.
Analysis of Data
To answer the research question 1:
For reporting years 2014-15 to 2020-21, did the Institutions within the FAUU meet the
Excellence and Improvement benchmarks established by the Board of Governors for the
Performance Based Funding model, and, in what ways, if any, did PBF metrics change?

The common metric set includes the: (a) Percent of Bachelor’s Graduates Employed
and/or Continuing their Education Further 1 Yr after Graduation, (b) Median Average Full-time
Wages of Undergraduates Employed in Florida 1 Yr after Graduation, (c) Average Cost per
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Undergraduate Degree to the Institution, (d) Six-Year Graduation Rate Full-time and Part-time
FTIC, (e) Academic Progress Rate, 2nd Year Retention with GPA Above 2.0 (f) Bachelor's
Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM), (g) University Access Rate
Percent of Undergraduates with a Pell grant, (h) Graduate Degrees Awarded in Areas of
Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM), and one institutional specific metric chosen from
predefined lists created by the FBOG that the institutions within the FAUU have in common
(j) Percent of Bachelor's Degrees without Excess Hours.
Basic frequencies and descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations,
were conducted to provide context for this analysis. Correlations were conducted for PBF Total
Score (FBOG) for Excellence and Improvement with each FBOG PBF metrics three and four to
determine both the strength of the relationship among and between them and how they might
affect a regression analysis. A linear regression was conducted when there was a relationship to
determine if a prediction could be made. Three models were produced to compare and explain
the impact of measurements on Florida BOG PBF metrics.
The first model consisted of PBF Total Score for Excellence and Improvement and PBF
Median Average Wages of Undergraduates Employed 1 Yr after Graduation (Metric Two).
The second model consisted of PBF Total Score for Excellence and Improvement and
Average Cost to the Student (Net Tuition & Fees per 120 Credit Hours - Metric Three)
The third model consisted of PBF Total Score for Excellence and Improvement and
Bachelor's Degrees Awarded (Common Data Set).
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To answer the research question two:
For academic years 2014-15 to 2019-20, how did the three institutions within the FAUU meet
the Excellence and Improvement goals established by the Board of Governors for the
Performance Based Funding model, and, in what ways, if any, did PBF metrics change?

First, proposed performance-based funding key initiatives for the years 2014-15 to 201920 were curated, charted, analyzed, and reviewed against each institution's performance in shared
BOG PBF variables over the same period. Basic frequencies, descriptive statistics, and tests for
correlations were reviewed to ensure there were no violations of normality and linearity,
homoscedasticity, nor outliers. Then, simple linear regressions were conducted. The analysis of
the data and artifacts will be discussed in view of Neoliberal and Resource Dependency Theory.

To answer the research question three:
How were the FAUU’s PBF key initiatives implemented as stated in their Work Plans and
Accountability Plans (2014 to 2016), and Accountability Reports (2017-2020) for academic
years 2014-15 to 2019-20?

The following descriptive and qualitative analysis will be conducted. First, the proposed
key initiatives and actual funding allocations will be determined for the years 2014-15 to 201920. Then the data will be curated, charted, analyzed, and reviewed for the years 2015-16 to 202021. Next, the previously charted shared BOG PBF metrics will be analyzed against the
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institutions’ key initiatives. Then a correlation between the allocated funds and the specific
outcomes will be conducted. The analysis of the data and artifacts will be discussed in view of
Neoliberal and Resource Theory.
Limitations
Limitations of this study relate to the data itself. First, not all data were available for all
institutions in the bounded case study to answer all research questions. A limitation of the IPEDS
data is that student headcounts are based on enrollment counts. While a change in the headcount
will occur, it does not account for new students, transfers, students not taking courses that
semester or students who drop out. The programs offered at each institution may account for
changes in retention and graduation. The impact of organizational culture on faculty promotion
and tenure was not considered.
Summary
In this chapter the purpose of the research was restated, including the questions explored
in this study. The chapter included details of the study design, data collection, and data analysis.
The members of the case study were described along with the metrics to answer the research
questions. A bounded descriptive quantitative case study about PBF initiatives was determined to
be the best method to answer the research questions with the available data.
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CHAPTER 4 PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
Chapter 4 presents the case study findings of Florida’s Performance Based Funding
model for three institutions within the FAUU. The first institution is referred to as “Charger
University, the second institution is referred to as “Energy University,” and the final institution is
referred to as “Adventure University.” Each case will be presented in that order. This case study
reviews, describes, and analyzes the PBF model, funding allocation, investments in key
initiatives, and the results of each institution’s funded key initiatives. The research questions
guided the review of relevant literature, data collection and analysis procedures, and the
interpretation of the results.
Chapter Organization
This chapter is organized into three major sections: descriptive statistics, quantitative
analysis, and summation of findings. Each section provides a discussion of the statistical
analysis based on the results and incorporates variable and themed subheadings.
The first section begins with a presentation and chart of descriptive statistics of: (a)
Percent of Bachelor’s Graduates Employed and/or Continuing their Education Further one year
after Graduation, (b) Median Average Full-time Wages of Undergraduates Employed in Florida
one year after Graduation, (c) Average Cost per Undergraduate Degree to the Institution, (d) Six
Year Graduation Rate Full-time and Part-time FTIC, (e) Academic Progress Rate, 2nd Year
Retention with GPA Above 2.0 (f) Bachelor's Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis
(includes STEM), (g) University Access Rate Percent of Undergraduates with a Pell grant, (h)
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Graduate Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM), and (i) Percent of
Bachelor’s Degrees Without Excess Hours. The quantitative analysis section presents and
organizes variables through charts for questions one, two, and three over the years 2014 to
2020. The results will be presented in the following manner. Eight metrics all institutions have in
common, along with an additional measure chosen by the FBOG will be presented for the
academic years 2014-15 to 2019-20. Next, an analysis of these metrics as determined by the
BOG’s measurements of “Excellence” and “Improvement” are presented. Finally, each
institution's key initiatives of student success, faculty hiring, and research will be analyzed to
determine the results of these programs supported by the three initiatives. To aid the reader in
wayfinding throughout the dissertation, graphical representations of factors referenced in the
PBF Cycle (Figure 4) are included, the figures provide organization. Following the results of
each of the questions, Chapter 5 will provide an interpretation and synthesis of the findings in
relationship to the current literature and PBF models nationally.
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Research Question One
For academic years 2014-15 to 2019-20, how did the FAUU institutions meet the
Excellence and Improvement benchmarks (See Figure 8) established by the Board of Governors
for the Performance-Based Funding model, and, in what ways, if any, did PBF metrics change?

Figure 6: Question One Measurements Visual
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The Metrics
Common Metrics
The following charts are presented for fiscal year 2015-16 (AY 2014-15) to 2017-18 (AY
2018-19) for the institutions within the FAUU. As required by the PBF, each year the FBOG
universities are required to report data from the previous two years. The data are compared to
predetermined benchmarks, and the points are awarded for Excellence and Improvement.
Excellence and Improvement scores (see Appendix H) vary by metric and by institution.
Benchmarks vary by metric and will be presented below. Questions and Answers posted on the
PBF website provides definitional statements that aid in understanding the scoring principals.
“Institutions that have already achieved high standards are recognized in the Excellence
scoring,” and “’Improvement’ scores help provide incentives while institutions are on their way
to excellence” (FBOG, 2019, p. 4).
Metric One
Figure nine presents data collected for metric one, the percentage of bachelor’s graduates
enrolled and employed full-time in Florida, U.S., and/or those making over $25,000 as a
measured percent of bachelor’s graduates employed or returning to school one year after
graduation.
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1. Percent of Bachelor's Graduates Employed and/or
Continuing their Education Further 1 Yr after Graduation
78.00%
76.00%
74.00%
72.00%
70.00%
68.00%
66.00%
64.00%
62.00%
60.00%

2016-17
(for 2014-15)

2017-18
(for 2015-16)

Charger University

2018-19
(for 2016-17)

Energy University

2019-20
(for 2017-18)

2020-21
(for 2018-19)

Adventure University

Figure 7: Measurement for Metric One
In January 2016, the Board approved increasing the wage threshold from minimum wage
to $25,000 when determining if a bachelor’s degree recipient is included in the data set. The
Board determined this change would go into effect with the Year 4 (2017) performance model.
By raising the wage threshold, the number of graduates employed that was included in the
calculation was nine percent less. The benchmark was established based on the system average,
thus adjusting the benchmark to the new system average is consistent with past practice (FBOG,
2021).
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Table 7: Metric One
1. Percent of Bachelor's Graduates Employed and/or Continuing their Education Further 1 Yr
after Graduation

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure
University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
75.40%
75.70%

2017-18*
(for 2015-16)
69.60%
69.00%

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
70.00%
67.90%

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
70.40%
68.20%

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
71.60%
70.90%

74.80%

66.20%

67.90%

67.40%

69.10%

Note: *Measurement changed from minimum wage to $25,000.

When reviewing all institutions for all years, there appears to be a reduction in bachelor’s
graduates employed or continuing their education, however, this was not the case. The threshold
for measuring employment in fiscal year 2016-17 was minimum wage, but then changed to
$25,000 annually in FY 2017-18. Reviewing the percentages from this year forward, all
institutions increased their percentages and Excellence or Improvement scores (see Table 8) were
assigned.
Table 8: Metric One Greater Points
Greater Points between Excellence and Improvement
2016-17
(AY 2014-15)

2017-18
(AY 2015-16)

2018-19
(AY 2016-17)

2019-20
(AY 2017-18)

2020-21
(AY 2018-19)

Charger University

8 (E)

8 (E)

8 (E)

8 (E)

9 (E)

Energy University

8 (E)

8 (E)

7 (E)

7 (E)

9 (E)

Adventure University

7 (E)

7 (E)

7 (E)

7 (E)

8 (E)
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Metric Two
According to the BOG, metric two includes the graduates' wages after graduation. Figure
10 presents data collected for metric two, median wages in Florida and the U.S. for
undergraduates employed one year after graduation.

2. Median Average Full-time Wages of Undergraduates
Employed 1 Yr after Graduation
$41,000.00
$40,000.00
$39,000.00
$38,000.00
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$35,000.00
$34,000.00

2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2019-20
2020-21
(for 2014-15) (for 2015-16) (for 2016-17) (for 2017-18) (for 2018-19)
Charger University

Energy University

Adventure University

Figure 8: Measurement of Metric Two
In 2017-18, the definition for metric two was modified to remove "employed full-time in
Florida.” With this change, the data now included 41 states and districts, including the District of
Columbia and Puerto Rico. Like the change for metric one, a modified definition may account
for the increase observed for fiscal years 2017-18 (AY 2014-15) to 2020-21 (AY 2018-19). The
median average wage increased with a small dip in 2019-2020. In 2016-17 the BOG benchmark
was $40,000 for median incomes. In 2017-18 the benchmark changed to $40,700 and remained
the same through 2020-21 (See Appendix F for Scoring Explanation).
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All three institutions received a higher total of Excellence points than they did for
Improvement (see Table 9) points over all five years. In FY 2016-17 (AT 2014-15) Adventure
University received the same points for Excellence as for Improvement. (See Appendix F for
Scoring Explanation). By including graduates outside Florida, the SUDS were able to capture
about 12 percent more of the university system graduates’ median annual earnings. Energy
University received the most points for improvement for this metric over all five years. The
increase to the threshold of wages, may account for the lower percentage rates over the period.
Table 9: Greater Points Metric Two
Greater Points between Excellence and Improvement
2016-17
(AY 2014-15)

2017-18
(AY 2015-16)

2018-19
(AY 2016-17)

2019-20
(AY 2017-18)

2020-21
(AY 2018-19)

Charger University

8 (E)

8 (E)

8 (E)

8 (E)

9 (E)

Energy University

8 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)

Adventure University

8 (E) (I)

9 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)

Although all institutions improved in wages earned by graduates, they did not keep up
with national averages (see Figure 11).
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Figure 9: Digest of Education Statistics Median Earnings of Bachelor’s Graduates
Source: National Center for Education Statistics
Metric Three
Metric three describes the average cost of an undergraduate degree. Figure 12 presents
the data for the cost of bachelor’s degree to the institution.
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3. Average Cost per Undergraduate Degree to the Institution
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(for 2018-19)

Adventure University

Figure 10: Measurement of Excellence for Metric Three
Note: For fiscal year 2016-17 (AY 2014-15) costs to the institution were measured.
Beginning in fiscal year 2017-18 (AY 2015-16), the measurement of costs changed from
institution to student as - undergraduate student tuition and fees, books and supplies as calculated
by the College Board (which serves as a proxy until a university work group makes an
alternative recommendation), the average number of credit hours attempted by students who
were admitted as FTIC and graduated with a bachelor’s degree for programs that requires 120
credit hours, and financial aid (grants, scholarships and waivers) provided to resident
undergraduate students (does not include unclassified students) (CDS, 2021; FBOG, 2021).
All institutions in the FAUU showed improvement in the decrease in costs associated
with a degree. Reviewing fiscal years 2017-18 (AY 2015-16) to 2020-21 (AY 2018-19), the cost
of a degree to the student decreased by 67.1 percent at Charger University, 49.5 percent at
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Energy University and 50.4 percent at Adventure University. All institutions received the most
available Improvement points for 2019-20 (AY 2017-18) and 2020-21 (AY 2018-19). The
change in what was measured (institution to student) may account for the lower percentage rates
over fiscal years 2017-18 (AY 2015-16) to 2020-21(AY 2018-19; see Appendix F for scoring
explanation). All three institutions were awarded the same number of points for Excellence (E)
as they were for Improvement (I) (see Table 10).

Table 10: Greater Points Metric Three
Greater Points between Excellence and Improvement
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2019-20
(AY 2014-15)
(AY 2015-16)
(AY 2016-17)
(AY 2017-18)

2020-21
(AY 2018-19)

Charger University

5 (E) (I)

5 (E) (I)

6 (E)

10 (E) (I)

10 (E) (I)

Energy University

6 (E) (I)

6 (I)

2 (E) (I)

10 (I)

10 (E) (I)

Adventure University

8 (E)

3 (E) I)

2 (I)

10 (I)

10 (E) (I)

Metric Four
The four-year graduation rate for full-time and part-time students, and students who
identify as FTIC, constituted metric four as determined by the FBOG. Figure 13 presents data
collected for metric four, percentages of completion rates measured by Excellence for Six-Year
Graduation Rates of Full-time and Part-time FTIC.
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4. Four Year Graduation Rate
Full-time and Part-time FTIC
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Adventure University

Figure 11: Measurement of Metric Four
Note: FY 2018-19, 2019-20, and 2020-21 measured for four-year graduation rates.

Metric four includes the percentage of baccalaureate degrees awarded within 110% of the
credit hours required for a degree based on the Board of Governors Academic Program
Inventory. The data excludes the following types of student credits: accelerated mechanisms,
remedial coursework, non-native credit hours that are not used toward the degree, non-native
credit hours from failed, incomplete, withdrawn, or repeated courses, credit hours from
internship programs, credit hours up to 10 foreign language credit hours, and credit hours earned
in military science courses that are part of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (ROTC)
program. Starting in 2018-19, the calculation for this metric included a new type of statutory
exclusion of up to 12 credit hours for students who graduated in four years or less. This metric
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does not report the number of students who paid the “Excess Hour Surcharge” (Section
1009.286, Florida Statutes; FBOG, 2021).
Senate Bill 4 (March 12, 2018) required the change from a six-year graduation rate
metric to a 4-year graduation rate metric to be included in the Performance Funding Model.
Energy University experienced the sharpest decline of 27.8 percent from FY 2016-17 (AY 201415) to FY 2020-21 (AY 2018-19). Charger University dropped 3.7 percent, and Adventure
dropped by 5.7 percent. The change in percentage points was due to a change in how the metric
was being measured. Fiscal years 2016-17 and 2017-18 were based on six-year graduation rates
and FY 2018-19, 2019-20 were measured for four-year graduation rates. The Excellence
benchmarks for metric four did not change over the period (see Appendix F for scoring
explanation).
Excellence and Improvement points (see Table 11) were awarded based on the success of
each institution to meet Excellence or Improvement.
Table 11: Greater Points Metric Four
Greater Points Awarded between Excellence and Improvement
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2019-20
(AY 2014-15)
(AY 2015-16)
(AY 2016-17)
(AY 2017-18)

2020-21
(AY 2018-19)

Charger University

8 (E)

7 (E)

10 (E) (I)

10 (E)

10 (E)

Energy University

0 (E) (I)

0 (E) (I)

10 (I)

10 (I)

7 (I)

5 (E)

6 (E)

7 (E)

Adventure University

10 (E)

8 (E)

Over the period, Charger University and Adventure University scored the most points for
Excellence. In FY 2018-19, following the metric amendment, Energy University received the
most points for Excellence and Improvement (See Appendix F for Scoring Explanation).
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Metric Five
Academic Progress Rate was the BOG’s metric five. Figure 14 presents data on the
academic progress rate of FTIC students in their second year who had a GPA 2.0 and above.

5. Academic Progress Rate
2nd Year Retention with GPA Above 2.0
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Adventure University

Figure 12: Measurement of Metric Five
The metric is based on the percentage of FTIC students who started in the fall (or summer
continuing to fall) term and were enrolled full‐time in their first semester and were still enrolled
in the same institution during the subsequent fall term who had a grade point average (GPA) of
at least 2.0 at the end of their first year (fall, spring, summer; FBOB, 2021). All institutions
increased the retention rates of these students. Excellence points were higher than Improvement
points for all years (see Appendix F for scoring explanation). All three institutions received
higher points for Excellence over the period except in FY 2018-19; Energy University received
10 points for Improvement (See Appendix F for Scoring Explanation).
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Table 12: Greater Points Metric Five
Greater Points
2016-17
(for 2014-15)

2017-18
(for 2015-16)

2018-19
(for 2016-17)

2019-20
(for 2017-18)

2020-21
(for 2018-19)

Charger University

6 (E)

6 (E)

6 (E)

7 (E)

8 (E)

Energy University

2 (E)

2 (E)

10 (I)

8 (E)

8 (E)

Adventure University

7 (E)

7 (E)

7 (E)

8 (E)

10 (E)

Metric Six
STEM is considered a critical strategic emphasis for bachelor’s degrees in the state of
Florida. Figure 15 presents data for bachelor’s degrees awarded in STEM disciplines (see
Appendix B for the areas of strategic emphasis by CIP).

6. Bachelor's Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis
(includes STEM)
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Figure 13: Measurement of Metric Six
Metric six is based on the number of baccalaureate degrees awarded within the programs
designated by the Board of Governors as ‘Programs of Strategic Emphasis’. A student who has
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multiple majors in the subset of targeted Classification of Instruction Program codes will be
counted twice (i.e., double majors are included). All three institutions remained at the same
percentage from 2016 to 2021 and received Excellence (see Table 13) points equal to or above
eight over all five years. The lack of increase or decrease should be investigated further.
Table 13: Greater Points Metric Six
Greater Points
2016-17
(for 2014-15)

2017-18
(for 2015-16)

2018-19
(for 2016-17)

2019-20
(for 2017-18)

2020-21
(for 2018-19)

Charger University

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

Energy University

9 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)

8 (E)

8 (E)

Adventure University

8 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

All intuitions received greater points for Excellence for all years (See Appendix F for
Scoring Explanation).
Metric Seven
Pell grants are an indicator of a University’s access rate. Figure 16 presents the data for
the percentage of undergraduates, enrolled during the fall term, who received a Pell Grant during
the fall term.
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7. University Access Rate
Percent of Undergraduates with a Pell-grant
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Figure 14: Measurement of Metric Seven
Unclassified students, who are not eligible for Pell grants, were excluded from this metric
(FBOG, 2021). Over the period, all three institutions within the FAUU remained steady in their
percentages of undergraduates with a Pell grant. Energy University had the highest percentage of
students with Pell grants. Once again, all three FAUU institutions scored well in Excellence (see
Table 14), receiving nine or 10 points over all five years.
Table 14: Greater Points Metric Seven
Greater Points Awarded Between Excellence and Improvement
2016-17
(for 2014-15)

2017-18
(for 2015-16)

2018-19
(for 2016-17)

2019-20
(for 2017-18)

2020-21
(for 2018-19)

Charger University

10 (E)

10 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)

Energy University

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

Adventure University

10 (E)

10 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)
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All institutions met the benchmarks for student access; therefore, the Excellence points
were high. Minimal points were awarded for Improvement because all universities were meeting
the FBOG benchmarks (See Appendix F for Scoring Explanation).
Metric Eight
Graduate degrees in STEM were the final standard metric used in this study. Figure 17
presents data for the percentage of graduate degrees awarded in STEM.

8A. Graduate Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis
(includes STEM)
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Figure 15: Measurement of Metric Eight
All institutions grew in the number of graduate degrees in STEM from 2016-17 through
2018-19 then decreased from 2019-20 to 2020-21. This metric is based on the number of
graduate degrees awarded within the programs designated by the Board of Governors as
‘Programs of Strategic Emphasis’ (see Appendix B for Areas of Strategic Emphasis by CIP). A
student who has multiple majors in the subset of targeted Classification of Instruction Program
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codes will be counted twice (i.e., double majors are included). Again, all three FAUU institutions
met the highest FBOG benchmarks and were awarded higher points in Excellence (see Table
15).
Table 15: Greater Points Metric Eight
Greater Points Awarded between Excellence and Improvement
2016-17
(for 2014-15)

2017-18
(for 2015-16)

2018-19
(for 2016-17)

2019-20
(for 2017-18)

2020-21
(for 2018-19)

Charger University

10 (E)

8 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

Energy University

7 (E)

9 (I)

9 (E)

8 (E)

8 (E)

Adventure University

10 (E)

4 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

Charger University increased the number of graduate degrees by 2.9 percent, then
decreased rates by 3 percent. Energy University increased the number of graduate degrees by
10.2 percent then decreased by 5 percent. Adventure University increased by .5 percent then
decreased by 1 percent. All three institutions scored high in Excellence points over all five years
(see Appendix F for Scoring Explanation) and chose to be measured on the percentage of
students who earned a bachelor’s degree without excess hours.
Metric Nine
Metric nine represented in Figure 18 presents data collected for the percentage of
bachelor’s degrees awarded to students who graduate without excess hours.
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9a. Percent of Bachelor's Degrees without Excess Hours
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Figure 16: Measurement of Metric Nine

Metric nine is based on the percentage of baccalaureate degrees awarded within 110% of
the credit hours required for a degree based on the Board of Governors Academic Program
Inventory. For a 120-credit hour program, 110% is 132 credit hours. All institutions increased
graduation rates over the period.
The measurement of this metric is difficult to assess over time because the values
continuously change. As indicated by the BOG, “It is important to note that the statutory
provisions of the “Excess Hour Surcharge” (1009.286, FS) have been modified several times by
the Florida Legislature, resulting in a phased‐in approach that has created three different cohorts
of students with different requirements” (FBOG, 2021, p. 1). The data provided is based on the
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statutory requirement for that year. The legislation mandates 110% of required hours as the
threshold, and excludes the following types of student credits (i.e., accelerated mechanisms,
remedial coursework, non‐native credit hours that are not used toward the degree, non‐native
credit hours from failed, incomplete, withdrawn, or repeated courses, credit hours from
internship programs, credit hours up to 10 foreign language credit hours, and credit hours earned
in military science courses that are part of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (ROTC)
program; FBOG, 2021).
For percent of bachelor’s degrees without excess hours, all institutions were awarded
more points for Excellence (see Table 16). Over the five-year period, all institutions scored
higher in Excellence. Energy University received the most points for Improvement in 2017-18
(see Appendix F for Scoring Explanation).

Table 16: Greater Points Metric Nine
Greater Points Awarded for Excellence or Improvement
2016-17
(for 2014-15)

2017-18
(for 2015-16)

2018-19
(for 2016-17)

2019-20
(for 2017-18)

2020-21
(for 2018-19)

Charger University

4 (E)

8 (E)

9 (E)

10 (E)

10 (E)

Energy University

5 (E)

10 (I)

6 (E)

7 (E)

9 (E)

Adventure University

5 (E)

4 (E)

8 (E)

9 (E)

9 (E)
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Relationship of Total Scores of Metrics Two and Three
Descriptive and quantitative analysis were conducted to determine the return on
investment for each of the three FAUU institutions over fiscal years 2016-17 to 2020-21. Scores
awarded for Excellence and Improvement were totaled for each metric, for each year and
analyzed. Those metrics analyzed included: (a) PBF Total Scores and Average Cost to the
Student (Net Tuition & Fees - PBF Metric Three), and (b) PBF Total Scores and Bachelor’s
Degrees Awarded.
PBF Total Scores and Median Wages of Bachelor's Graduates Employed
A Pearson correlation was conducted to test the association between PBF Total Scores
and the Median Wages of those who graduated with a bachelor’s degree and were employed. The
correlation was not statistically significant (p = .220).
PBF Total Scores and Average Cost to the Student (Net Tuition & Fees)
The average cost to the student for a b degree varied (see Figure 17) by institution over
the period. Initially, the measure was costs to the institution (FY 2016-17), however, the
measurement changed beginning in FY 2017-18 to measure the costs of an education to students.
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PBF Total Scores and Net Tuition & Fees (PBF Metric Three)

Figure 17: Excellence Points Net Tuition & Fees per 120 Credit Hours

All institutions in the FAUU improved by decreasing Net Tuition & Fees per 120 Credit
Hours (metric three). Reviewing PBF Funding Scores (Excellence and Improvement) given to
the institutions over fiscal years 2016-17 (AY 2014-15) to 2020-21 (AY 2018-19), the values for
Excellence improved over the period, as did the values for Improvement.
For fiscal 2017-18 and subsequent years, student costs were based on resident
undergraduate student tuition and fees, books and supplies as calculated by the College Board,
the average number of credit hours attempted by students who were admitted as FTIC and
graduated with a bachelor’s degree for programs that required 120 credit hours, and financial aid
provided to resident undergraduate students. Measures of Improvement (see Figure 18) increased
for all three institutions.
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Figure 18: Improvement Points Average Cost to the Student (Net Tuition & Fees per 120 Credit
Hour)
To analyze PBF Total Score and Average Cost to the Student (Net Tuition & Fees per
120 Credit Hours - metric three) a test for correlations was conducted. Prior to conducting the
test, a preliminary analysis was performed to ensure there were no violations of assumptions of
normality and linearity. The relationship between the two was then investigated using a Pearson
correlation coefficient. There was a strong correlation between the two variables, r = .845, n =
15, p < .05. Regression was not possible due to a limited number of cases. Cases were limited
based on metric measurements changing 2017-18

PBF Total Scores and Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded
To further investigate impacts of PBF Total Scores, the FBOG Key Performance Metric
(2025 Strategic Plan) Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded was investigated. Descriptive statistics are
presented (see Table 19), then the results of a test of correlations and regression are reviewed.
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Table 17: Descriptive Statistics PBF Total Score and Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded at FAUUs

Total Greater

N

Min.

Max.

M

SD

18

68

94

83.28

6.77

18

0

13959

8999.22

4465.98

Bachelor’s Degrees
Awarded

A preliminary analysis was performed to ensure there were no violations of normality
and linearity, homoscedasticity, nor were there outliers. To analyze the relationship between
PBF Total Score (FBOG) received by the institutions within the FAUU and Bachelor’s Degrees
Awarded (FBOG Key Metric) a simple linear regression was conducted. First, an examination of
the plots and a Pearson correlation coefficient indicated there was a relationship between the two
variables PBF Total Score (FBOG) and Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded (FBOG Key Metric) r =
820.40 (p < .05) accounting for 34.3 percent of the variance. Next, the simple linear regression
results indicated Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded was a statistically significant predictor of
Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded (FBOG Key Metric), F (1, 13) = 30.16, p < .01. The regression
equation was Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded = 71.965 + (-.001) * PBF Total Score (p < .05).

PBF Total Scores Awarded and Total PBF Allocated
To further review the impact of PBF Total Scores, the total PBF funding to the
institutions was also investigated. Descriptive statistics (see Table 20) for Total Scores received
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for all FAUU institutions and Total PBF Funding received by all FAUU institutions are
presented for FY 2016-17 (AY 2014-15) to 2020-21 (AY 2018-19).

Table 18: Descriptive Statistics Scores Awarded and Total PBF Allocation to FAUU Institutions

Variables

N

Min.

Max.

M

SD

Total E/I Scores

18

68

94

83.28

6.77

Total Funding

18

$43,337,609

$84,603,488.0

$69,674,552.67

$10,837,075.40

The minimum award an FAUU institution received was $43,337,609 and the maximum
award was $84,603,488. A goodness of fit test was conducting to determine the normality of the
distribution of Total Scores Awarded (FBOG) and PBF Allocations. The test shows the
variables were evenly distributed. The total PBF scores of D = .093, df (15) = 0.093, p < .20,
therefore, indicates a normal distribution.
To further analyze Total Scores Awarded (FBOG) and the PBF Allocation (FBOG) to the
FAUU institutions, a test for correlations was conducted. The relationship between the Total
Scores Awarded and PBF Allocations to the FAUU institutions was investigated using a Pearson
correlation coefficient. A preliminary analysis was performed to ensure there were no violations
of assumptions of normality and linearity. There was a strong positive correlation with a large
effect size between the two variables, r = .786, n = 15, p < .001, with PBF Allocation and Total
Scores Awarded. Graduation rates were not available for 2020-21 and therefore not used in this
analysis. Additional statistical analysis was conducted to determine if the PBF Allocation was
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predictive of the Total Scores Awarded. Based on a simple linear regression analysis, there was
not a statistically significant (p =.106) predictive relationship.
Research Question Two
Is there a relationship between the FAUU’s key performance indicators and the PBF variables
for the academic years 2014-15 to 2019-20? As indicated by Figure 19, these findings described
in this relate to the accountability plans and the FBOG Strategic Plan.

Figure 19: Question Two Measurements Visual

Accountability Plans (FY 2018-2020), Accountability Reports (FY 2015-2017) and Work
Plans (FY 2015-2017) were aligned and reviewed for the academic years 2015-16 to 2019-20.
An overarching theme emerged for shared key initiatives of student success, faculty hiring and
retention, and increased research and commercialization. Each initiative was examined further by
descriptive statistics (see Figure 20), trend analyses, correlations, and linear regressions.

Figure 20: Descriptive Statistics, Variables Question Two
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Variable

N

Min.

Max.

M

SD

Utility Patents

15

26

171

84.47

41.691

Bachelor's Degrees Awarded

15

8494

13959

10799.07

1842.25

FTIC Enrollments

15

1265

7152

3714.6

2301.32

Student-to-Faculty Ratios

15

22

30

25.8

3.16

Total Score (E) or (I)

15

49

75

63.8

7.65

Sci. and Eng. Rsch. Exp.

12

134

226

175.42

23.72

Student Success
Each of the three FAUU institutions presented Student Success as a key initiative in their
Work Plans (2016 for 2014-15 and 2017 for 2015-16) and Accountability Plans (2018 for AY
2016-17, 2019 for AY 2017-18, 2020 for AY 2018-19). Key Initiatives were to be completed
within the next three years to drive improvement.
FTIC Retention Rates and FTIC and STEM Graduation Rates
The FBOGs Key Performance Indicators for the 2025 Strategic Plan, FTIC Retention
Rates and FTIC and STEM Graduation Rates are deemed a measure of student success.
Retention rates (see Figure 21) are a predictor of graduation rates and should be monitored
annually (Demming & Figlio, 2016; Snyder et al., 2016).
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Returning FTIC Rates
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
0

2015-16

2016-17
Charger

2017-18
Energy

2018-19

2019-20

Adventure

Figure 21: FAUU Returning FTIC Rates

Reviewing years 2015-16 to 2019-20, all institutions reported increased FTIC retention rates.
Charger University rates increased 6.08%, Energy University increased by 8.16% and Adventure
University by 12.10%.
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Acceptance Rates of FTIC Students
The acceptance of new FTIC students (see Figure 22) influences the graduation rates of
this population (Demming & Figlio, 2016).
8,000
7,000
6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000
0

2015-16

2016-17
Charger

2017-18
Energy

2018-19

2019-20

2020-21

Adventure

Figure 22: New FTIC Admissions
Note: 2020-21 data retrieved from institutional Fact Books.
Energy University accepted more FTIC students (an increase of 12.22%) than Charger
University and Adventure University. Further, Charger University decreased acceptance by
33.02% and Adventure University decreased admissions of FTICs by 28.71%
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Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded
The number of Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded (see Figure 23) is another Key Performance
indicator for the FBOG.

Bachelor's Degrees Awarded
16,000
14,000

Axis Title

12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000
0
Charger
Energy
Adventure

2014-15
9,290
8,494
12,629

2015-16
9,222
9,076
12,832

2016-17
9,503
9,519
13,070

2017-18
9,679
10,404
13,341

2018-19
10,007
10,961
13,959

Table 19: Degrees Awarded at FAUU Institutions

All FAUU institutions increased in the number of bachelor’s degrees they awarded from AY
2014-15 to AY 2018-19. Energy University had the highest increase (29.04%), while Adventure
University (10.53%) and Charger University (7.72%) saw modest increases.
PBF Total Funding and Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded
An analysis was conducted by correlation and regression and did not indicate and
association nor a predictive relationship.
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FTIC Enrollments and Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded
A preliminary analysis was performed to ensure there were no violations of normality
and linearity, homoscedasticity, nor were there outliers. An examination of the plots and a
Pearson correlation coefficient indicated that there was a strong relationship between FTIC
Enrollments and Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded of r = .724 (p < .01) accounting for 52.4 percent
of the variance. Next, to analyze the relationship between FTIC Enrollments and Bachelor’s
Degrees Awarded, a simple linear regression was conducted. Results indicated that FTIC
enrollment was a statistically significant predictor of Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded, F (1,14) =
14.319, p < .002. The regression equation was Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded = 4,212.35 + 1.415
* FTIC Enrollments (p < .015).
Faculty Hiring and Retention
Student-to-faculty ratios are a common element reported each year in the Common Data
Set (CDS). The CDS defines Student to Faculty Ratios as fall data collected each year. The
definition provided by the CDS is the ratio of full-time equivalent students (full-time plus 1/3
part-time) to full-time equivalent instructional faculty (full-time plus 1/3 part-time). The ratio
calculations exclude both faculty and students in stand-alone graduate or professional programs
such as medicine, law, veterinary, dentistry, social work, business, or public health in which
faculty teach only graduate level students. Undergraduate or graduate student teaching assistants
are not counted as faculty (Common Data Set Initiative, 2021). Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded is a
Key Performance indicator reported annually by Florida institutions (FBOG, 2021).
Over the years FY 2016-17 to 2019-20, each of the three FAUU institutions indicated an
intent to hire new faculty members to support retention and graduation rates and to lower
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student-to-faculty ratios. To examine the effects of hiring on student success, a preliminary
analysis was performed to ensure there were no violation of normality and linearity,
homoscedasticity, nor were their outliers. An examination of the plots and a Pearson correlation
coefficient indicated there was a strong relationship between Bachelor's Degrees Awarded (Key
Performance Metric) and Student-to-Faculty Ratios of r = .862, (p < .01.) accounting for 74.4
percent of the variance. Next, to analyze the predictive relationships between Bachelor's Degrees
Awarded (Key Performance Metric) and Student-to-Faculty Ratios (CDS) a simple linear
regression was conducted. Student to Faculty Ratios were centered at its means. Results
indicated that Student-to-Faculty Ratios (CDS) were a statistically significant predictor of
Bachelor's Degrees Awarded (Key Performance Metric), F (1, 13) = 37.76, p <. 001. The
regression equation was Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded = 250,309.05 + 502.46 Student-to-Faculty
Ratio. Student-to-Faculty Ratio is a statistically significant predictor of Bachelor's Degrees
Awarded.
Research and Commercialization
A measure of research and commercialization was selected as utility patents (number of
utility patents in a calendar year, excluding design, plant, or similar patents), Science and
Engineering Expenditures, and start-up companies.
Performance-based funding metrics for Utility Patents are measured over three calendar
years and were measured for 2013-15, 2014-16, 2015-17, 2016-18, and 2017-19. A test for
correlations was conducted on two of the FBOG’s Key Performance Indicators, Utility Patents
and Science and Engineering Research Expenditures. A preliminary analysis was performed to
ensure there were no violations of assumptions of normality and linearity. The relationship
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between the utility patents and engineering and science research expenditures was investigated
using a Pearson correlation coefficient. There was a strong positive correlation between the two
variables, r = .797, n =12, p < .01, with the number of utility patents and the research
expenditures. However, there were no other statistically significant relationships related to
Utility Patents and Science and Engineering Research Expenditures.
Science and Engineering Research Expenditures
Start-Up Companies
New businesses are crucial to the U.S economy. Universities can create a return on the
investment in new businesses. The creation of start-up companies that were dependent upon the
licensing of university technology for initiation is measured in the FAUU Accountability
Reports. No significance was found when conducting a test of correlations for Start-up
companies with Science and Engineering Expenditures.
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Research Question Three
How were the FAUU’s PBF key initiatives implemented as stated in their Work Plans and
Accountability Plans (2014 to 2016), and Accountability Reports (2017-2020) for academic
years 2014-15 to 2019-20? This question relates to PBF initiatives and University Accountability
Plans as indicated in Figure 21.

Figure 23: Question Three Measurements Visual

Each of the institutions within the FAUU planned for specific monetary investments (see
Tables 24, 25, and 26 below) to support student success. These University choice initiatives were
meant to support PBF Metrics. Each of the initiatives, investments, and metrics are presented
below by University. Each University was concerned about increasing faculty.
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University Initiatives and Funding Allocations
Table 20: Charger University Initiatives and Funding
PBF Year

University Initiative

Dollar Amount

PBF Metric

Invested

Supported

2015-16

Increase Faculty in STEM fields
and Areas of Strategic
Emphasis, Increase Teaching
Faculty, and Investments made
in Faculty in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis

$19,272,273

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8a

2016-17

Increase Faculty in STEM fields
and Areas of Strategic
Emphasis, Increase Teaching
Faculty, and Investments made
in Faculty in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis

$28,270,179

1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8a,

2017-18

Increase Faculty in STEM fields
and Areas of Strategic
Emphasis, Increase Teaching
Faculty, and Investments made
in Faculty in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis

$26,653,507

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8a

2018-19

Increase Faculty in STEM fields
and Areas of Strategic
Emphasis, Increase Teaching
Faculty, and Investments made
in Faculty in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis

$37,093,939

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8a

Total Investment

$111,289,898
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Table 21: Energy University Initiatives and Funding

PBF Year

2015-16

University Initiative

Faculty/Staff Support
and Development

Dollar Amount

PBF Metrics

Invested

Supported

$6,759,811

Faculty/Staff Support
2016-17

and Development

$12,690,916

Faculty/Staff Support
2017-18

and Development

$13,904,302

Faculty/Staff Support
2018-19

and Development

$16,790,260

Total Investment

$50,145,289

107

ALL

ALL

ALL

ALL

Table 22: Adventure University Initiatives and Funding
PBF Metrics
Supported

PBF Year

University Initiative

Dollar Amount
Invested

2015-16

Faculty Hiring and
Retention Plans

$12,333,871

1, 4, 5, 6, 8a, 9a, 10e

2016-17

Faculty Hiring and
Retention Plan

$9,866,614

1, 4, 5, 6, 8a, 9a, 10e

2017-18

Faculty Hiring and
Retention Plan

$30,901,230

1, 4, 5, 6, 8a, 9a, 10e

2018-19

Faculty Hiring and
Retention Plan

$31,801,700

1, 4, 5, 6, 8a, 9a, 10e

Total Investment

$84,903,415

Statistical Analyses
Faculty Counts and Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded
A test for correlations was conducted on Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded and Institutional
Faculty Counts. A preliminary analysis was performed to ensure there were no violations of
assumptions of normality and linearity. The relationship between the two variables was
investigated using a Pearson correlation coefficient. There was a strong positive correlation
between the two variables, r =.602, n =18, p < .01, with Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded and
Institutional Faculty Counts reported on institutional websites.
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To further examine faculty hires, (see Appendix G) ranks and tenure status at the FAUUs
were examined. Fiscal year 2014 was provided as a baseline to give context to faculty hiring
initiatives. The results are presented by University.
Charger University
Charger University (2015-16 Performance Funding Initiatives) planned to hire
“additional faculty in STEM and areas of strategic emphasis.” Therefore, a review of faculty
rank (see Figure 22) is warranted based on their Performance Funding Initiatives.

Figure 24: Charger University Faculty Classifications
Data Source: IPEDS, Custom Data Files, Fall Staff/Full-time instructional staff, by faculty and
tenure status, and academic rank, 2014-2019.

Figure 23 presents the percentage increase or decrease for all classifications from fall
2014 to fall 2019.
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Figure 25: Charger Faculty Classification Percent Change

Fall 2014

Fall 2019

Percent Change

Professor

447

493

10.29%

Associate Professor

467

540

15.63%

Assistant Professor

539

516

-4.27%

Instructor/Lecturer

348

481

38.22%

Although there was an increase in the number of professors and associate professors, the
greatest gains were in the instructor/lecturer classification. Conversely, assistant professors
decreased by 4.27 percent. The total count of professors increased by 10.29 percent from 2014 to
2019. Associate professors increased by 15.63 percent. Assistant professors declined by 4.27
percent. The greatest gains were in the instructor/lecturer category of 38.22 percent from 2014 to
2019.
Charger University increased their total faculty count from fall 2014 to fall 2019 by
12.72%, or 229 new faculty positions. With the investment of $111,289,898 for “Increase
Faculty in STEM fields and Areas of Strategic Emphasis, and Increase Teaching Faculty, and
Investments made in Faculty in Areas of Strategic Emphasis,” the costs for each new position
was about $485,982 per faculty member. It is possible, money could have been spent for
administrative support positions, or additional areas not referenced, and could change the
estimate above.
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Following the review of rank, the review of tenure (see Figure 24) at Charger University was
warranted.

Figure 26: Charger University Tenure Status
Data Source: IPEDS, Custom Data Files, Fall Staff/Full-time instructional staff, by faculty and
tenure status, and academic rank, 2014-2019.

When reviewing tenure status at Charger University, there was a clear increase in the
non-tenure track category, which aligned with the increased instructor/lecturer data. The nontenure track category increased by 18.58 percent. All other categories remained about the same
proportion.
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Energy University
Energy University stated in their Performance Funding Initiatives presented in fiscal year
2015-16 that they planned to invest $6,759,811 in “retention and recruitment” to “improve the
academic progress rate, six-year graduation rate, and percentage of bachelor’s degrees without
excess hours” (FBOG, 2021, p. 14). Their ROI was projected for AY 2017-18, to be “the
percent of bachelor’s graduates employed full-time increasing from 77% to 78%, median wages
of bachelor’s graduates employed full-time from $36,200 to $37,000, six-year graduation rate
from 53% to 60%, academic progress rate from 79% to 83%, number of bachelor’s degrees
awarded within programs of strategic emphasis from 46% to 48%, percentage of bachelor’s
degrees without excess hours from 68% to 73%” (FBOG, 2021, p. 1).
Reviewing results for fiscal year 2017-18, Energy University percentage of bachelor’s
graduates employed full-time was 69%, below their projection of 77% to 78%. They were
successful in their goal of increasing median wages to $37,000 and exceeded their goal by
$1,800 (38,800). When reviewing six-year graduation rates of 54.8%, they did meet their goal of
53% to 60%. The academic progress rate that year was 80.8% and well within their goal. The
number of bachelor’s degrees within programs of strategic emphasis they met their goal
(bachelor’s degrees awarded within programs of strategic emphasis from 46% to 48%) by
achieving 47.7%.
Recruitment of faculty (see Figure 25) as stated in the Energy University’s Performance
Funding Initiatives warrant a review of ranks.
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Figure 27: Energy University Faculty Ranks
Data Source: IPEDS, Custom Data Files, Fall Staff/Full-time instructional staff, by faculty and
tenure status, and academic rank, 2014-2019.
When reviewing faculty classifications (see Table 27), the percent change is mixed.
Table 23: Energy University Faculty Classifications Percent Change
Fall 2014

Fall 2019

Percent Change

Professor

255

283

10.98%

Associate Professor

299

341

-14.05%

Assistant Professor

346

293

-15.32%

Instructor/Lecturer

281

422

50.18%

Data Source: IPEDS, Custom Data Files, Fall Staff/Full-time instructional staff, by faculty and
tenure status, and academic rank, 2014-2019.
Energy University increased their total faculty count from fall 2014 to fall 2019 by
13.34%, or 158 new faculty positions. With the investment of $50,145,289 for “Faculty/Staff
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Support and Development,” the costs for each new position was about $317,000 per faculty
member. Due to the inclusion of “Staff” in the incentive area statement, it is possible, money
could have been spent for administrative support positions, therefore changing the estimate
above.
An evaluation of the tenure status of faculty at Energy University provides additional
insight (see Figure 26) to the change in classifications.

Figure 28: Energy University Tenure Status
Data Source: IPEDS, Custom Data Files, Fall Staff/Full-time instructional staff, by faculty and
tenure status, and academic rank, 2014-2019.

Energy University grew in the amount of non-tenured faculty by 37.86 percent from 2014
to 2019. The number of faculty on track for tenure fell by 26.25 percent, and the number of
tenured faculty increased by 9.92 percent. There was a sizeable shift in hiring patterns from
tenure track faculty to non-tenure track faculty.
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Adventure University
Adventure University invested in a faculty hiring campaign to hire 200 faculty members
by fall 2015. The hiring plan was proposed in phases, with “100 positions replacing departing or
retiring faculty members” (Steps Magazine, 2015, p 1). According to the 2017-18 Performance
Funding Reporting template, “State-appropriated performance funding in 2014-15 and 2015-16
was used primarily to implement the first two phases of Adventure University’s highly
publicized strategic hiring plan to grow tenured and tenure-track faculty. $5.6 million of the
2016-17 new performance funding will further enhance these efforts by making possible the
completion of the third round of 47 hires to start by fall 2017 (45 positions from performance
funding and 2 National Academy members from preeminence funding” (FBOG, 2021, p.2).
A review of faculty ranks and tenure at Adventure University (see Figure 27) was
warranted based on their Performance Funding Initiatives.

Figure 29: Adventure University Faculty Ranks
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Data Source: IPEDS, Custom Data Files, Fall Staff/Full-time instructional staff, by faculty and
tenure status, and academic rank, 2014-2019.

Reviewing the percent change in faculty classifications (see Table 28) at Adventure
University, there is significant evidence that PBF supported the hiring campaign.
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Table 24: Adventure University Faculty Classifications Percent Change

Fall 2014

Fall 2019

Percent Change

Professor

251

346

37.85%

Associate Professor

349

396

13.47%

Assistant Professor

209

390

86.60%

Instructor/Lecturer

421

492

16.86%

Data Source: IPEDS, Custom Data Files, Fall Staff/Full-time instructional staff, by faculty and
tenure status, and academic rank, 2014-2019.

At Adventure University there was a large increase in the number of assistant professors.
As part of the institution’s hiring campaign, there was an emphasis to hire “almost all tenure or
tenure-earning" (Steps Magazine, para. 4). The tenure status (see Figure 28) indicates the results
of the initiative.
Adventure University increased their total faculty count from fall 2014 to fall 2019 by
32%, or 394 new faculty positions. With the investment of $84,903,415 for “Faculty Hiring and
Retention Plans,” the costs for each new position was about $317,000 per faculty member. Since
they mentioned retention, it is possible, money could have been spent for programs directed
towards faculty retention, therefore changing the estimate above.
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Figure 30: Adventure University Tenure Status
Data Source: IPEDS, Custom Data Files, Fall Staff/Full-time instructional staff, by faculty and
tenure status, and academic rank, 2014-2019.
Total faculty grew from 2014 to 2019 by 32.03 percent (394 positions). Professors
increased by 37.85 percent, associate professors grew by 13.47 percent, assistant professors by
86.60 percent, and instructors/lecturers by 16.86 percent.
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Summary
In Chapter 4, the findings were presented through charts, diagrams, and discussion to
provide an overall interpretation of the results. This chapter began with an introduction to the
findings and was presented through sub-headings and sub-themes as they emerged. The research
questions were the primary headings. Sub-headings and sub-themes were used as the analyses
presented additional information. Credibility of techniques for validity and reliability of results
were provided. Finally, this section synthesized the findings and finalized the analysis and results
of this case study.
Related to research question one, the allocation of Excellence and Improvements points
were based on the institutions’ ability to meet or exceed predefined benchmarks. A range of ten
Excellence benchmarks (percentages and dollar amounts) were assigned points (1-10).
Improvement points (1-5) were also awarded for meeting redetermined improvement
percentages. The highest of the two scores (Excellence and Improvement) was assigned to each
metric, then all metric scores were totaled for an overall score. Final scores were ranked from
highest to lowest and institutions received funding based on their ranking. The FBOG metrics
were charted, and the data were analyzed against the PBF Total Scores. No correlation or
statistical significance was found between the two variables PBF Total Score and Median Wages
of Bachelor’s Graduates Employed (FBOG Metric Two).
Summarizing research question two, universities are required to submit plans for the
funding they received. Initiatives are presented to the FBOF through the Performance Funding
Initiatives. A preliminary analysis was performed to ensure there were no violations of normality
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and linearity, homoscedasticity, nor were their outliers. To analyze the relationship between
Utility Patents and Science and Engineering Research Expenditures a simple linear regression
was conducted. An examination of the plots and Pearson correlation coefficient indicated that
there was a strong relationship between Utility Patents and Science and Engineering Research
Expenditures of r = .797 (p < .001).
No significance was found when conducting a test of correlations for Start-up companies
with Science and Engineering Expenditures.
Reviewing research for question three, each of the institutions developed hiring plans that
were initiated. FTIC Enrollments was a significant predictor of Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded.
There was a strong positive correlation between the two variables Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded
and institutional faculty counts.
Information presented in this study was contained in or referenced on the Florida
Performance Based Funding website, institutional websites, and fact books. Data reported to the
State of Florida in Accountability Reports, Accountability Plans, and Work Plans to the national
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System are connected and compared for the years 2014
to 2020.
This chapter presented the findings for each of the study questions and provided context
for of each of the analyses. Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the findings that are supportive of
the literature, implementations for practice, limitations of the study, and recommendations for
future research.
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
Chapter 5 begins with a review of the study and a summation of the findings for each
research question. Results are situated within the context of the PBF literature. Next,
implications for practice are reviewed, the relationship of the results to the conceptual framework
is presented, and limitations of the study are discussed. Finally, opportunities for future research
are presented. The chapter ends with a conclusion of the study.
Summary of the Findings
The purpose of this study was to conduct a formal inquiry and exploration into the
Florida Board of Governors’ Performance-Based Funding model in relation to three universities
during the years 2014 to 2020. The PBF model awards funding to Florida’s state universities
based on the overall scores they receive for Excellence or Improvement in the metrics. Each
question was developed within the theoretical perspectives of neoliberal theory (Broucker &
DeWit, 2015; Dougherty & Natow, 2019; Ferlie et al, 2008, Lane & Kivisto; Pollitt & Dan,
2011) and Resource Dependency Theory (Zha, 2009). The study included: (a) the effects of PBF,
(b) the impact of PBF funded changes related to students and faculty, and (c) a discussion of how
institutions were incentivized to align with performance standards.
Existing PBF literature supports the findings in this study, (a) limited access to
underserved students (Kelchen, 2019), (b) enrollment rates as a measure of success (Larocca &
Carr, 2020), (c) graduation rates (Rutherford & Rabovsky 2014), (d) incentivized drivers for
success (Dougherty & 2013; Hillman et al., 2014, 2015; Rutherford & Rabovsky 2014; Shin,
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2010; Tandberg & Hillman 2014; Tandberg et al., 2014), and (e) educational costs (Hu
&Villarreal, 2019).
The three institutions examined in this study were all research-intensive, Metropolitan
universities within the state of Florida. The data on the institutions were gathered from multiple
sources including, Accountability Reports, Accountability Plans, Work Reports, Metrics
Scoresheets, Summaries of Performance Funding Initiatives, FBOG webpages, FAUU
institutions’ Fact Books, FAUU institutions’ webpages, the Common Data Set, and IPEDS.
Findings are based on analyses conducted in the fall 2020 and spring 2021 semesters.
Summary of Findings Research Question One
Discussion of Research Question One
For academic years 2014-15 to 2019-20, how did the FAUU institutions meet the Excellence and
Improvement goals established by the Board of Governors for the Performance Based Funding
model, and, in what ways, if any, did PBF metrics change?
This study found varying results within each of the eight common metrics and the
additional BOG metric. Each institution received the highest of Excellence or Improvement
points based on their performance against each metric. The following is a summary of key
findings from the PBF Common Metrics and FBOG choice metric:
The first key finding pertains to bachelor’s students employment one year after
graduation (determined by the graduate earning $25,000 a year or more). All three institutions
earned higher Excellence points for each year based on the benchmarks established by the FBOG
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for the percentage of bachelor graduates improved. This metric considered part-time or full-time
employment of graduates making $25,000 annually (roughly $12 per hour for full-time
employment) one year after graduation. Gauging educational effectiveness related to
employment after graduation is multidimensional; therefore, short-term and long-term
measurements are recommended to provide a better picture of what is occurring (Martini &
Fabbris, 2017).
The second finding considered was Median Average Wages of Undergraduates Employed
One Year after Graduation, which showed improvements at all institutions and were all awarded
either 8 or 9 (out of 10) Excellence points of for each year. Calculations for the metric are
averaged across disciplines. The increase in median wages may be a product of inflation, or
wages may be increasing because of cost-of-living adjustments. Although each institution
increased in median wages, the threshold for gainful employment seemed low in comparison to
national salary averages. According to the National Association of Colleges and Employers
(NACE), in 2019, the average starting salary for graduates with a bachelor’s degree was $53,889.
Caution is advised when reviewing the results of this finding and consideration of how the
formula was designed and calculated is recommended. Comparing an average salary across
disciplines is not an accurate portrayal of earnings and can lead to reduced opportunities to
prepare students for “fields that are socially desirable but not financially lucrative” (Demming &
Figlio, 2016, p.46).
The next finding related to metric four: Four Year Graduation Rates (Full-time FTIC).
All three institutions decreased in percentages of four-year graduation rates for full- and parttime FTIC students. Charger University and Adventure University were awarded the most points
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in Excellence, while Energy University received the majority of their points in Improvement.
The decrease in graduation rates for FTIC students is consistent with the literature which
indicates that institutions that serve underrepresented or FTIC students will have lower
graduation rates, because underrepresented and FTIC college students are usually underprepared
for college (Demming & Figlio, 2016).
Metric five, Academic Progress Rate (2nd Year Retention with GPA above 2.0), is based
on the percentage of FTIC students who started in the fall (or summer continuing to fall) term
and were enrolled full‐time in their first semester that were still enrolled in the same institution
during the subsequent fall term with a grade point average (GPA) of at least 2.0 at the end of
their first year. All institutions increased retention rates of FTIC students over the period
assessed, with the most points being awarded for Excellence. Reasons for the increases could be
programmatic or may be attributed to the institutions accepting “higher quality students,”
deemed as having the resources they need to be successful (educated parents, high secondary
GPA) (Li, 2019, p. 983). Additional research is needed to understand why the institutions
increased in their retention rates of FTIC students (see figure 10) but decreased in FTIC
graduation rates (see figure 11).
Metric six, Bachelor's Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM)
was based on the number of baccalaureate degrees awarded within the programs designated by
the Board of Governors as ‘Programs of Strategic Emphasis’. All three institutions experienced
increased percentages of baccalaureate degrees awarded in these areas and received high scores
for Excellence. The increase could be associated with an increased national interest in STEM
disciplines which may be associated with the prestige of professional identities linked to STEM
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(Mancini et al., 2015). Likewise, since the institutions are metropolitan universities, they may be
situated in geographical locales that have high STEM interest. Future research regarding
graduation rates in strategic areas of interest will be needed due to the impact of COVID, which
may have created a shift in enrollments rates, the programs students enrolled in, and graduation
rates.
Reviewing metric seven, University Access Rate, all institutions remained about the same
in their percentage of undergraduates with a Pell Grant. All three institutions received points for
Excellence Nationally, there has been increased interest in tracking the number of Pell-eligible
students to assess the economic diversity of students and to determine if institutions are
admitting low-income students (Li, 2019; Zumeta et al., 2012). It is worth noting that recent
research found that more students from middle-class families receive Pell Grants than do those
coming from low-income households (Jaschik, 2021). Related to this study, more research is
needed to understand why the percentage of students receiving Pell Grants attending the FAUU
institutions did not change over time. In addition, recipients should be reviewed to understand
the proportion of Pell Grant students that are receiving funding by income level.
Reviewing Graduate Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM),
metric eight, Charger University and Adventure University both increased in the number of
degrees awarded in AY 2014-15 to AY 2016-17, however, in AY 2017-18 and 2018-19 they lost
the improvements that were made. Energy University was the most successful in this metric and
increased graduation rates for graduate students by 4.4 percentage points across the years
assessed. All three institutions received the highest points in Excellence. It is unclear why there
was an increase in undergraduate degrees in strategic emphasis areas, while graduate degrees in
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strategic emphasis did not increase. Reasons for this discrepancy may include a reduction in
graduate funding and programming for strategic emphasis programs, a decrease in students
admitted to graduate programs, or diminished attendance rates.
Finally, metric eight, the Percentage of Bachelor's Degrees Awarded Without Excess
Hours, metric 9, all three institutions increased in graduation rates without excess hours. The
majority of points the institutions received were for Excellence. The success in this metric may
be attributed to a combination of increased acceptance rates and retention efforts. More research
is needed to determine why graduation rates increased.
Discussion of Research Question Two
What is the relationship between the FAUU’s Key Initiatives and the PBF metrics for the
academic years 2014-15 to 2019-20?
Shared themes emerged when reviewing the institutions’ key initiatives: (a) student
success, (b) faculty hiring and retention, and (c) increased research and commercialization. All
three institutions committed to improving the retention rates and graduation rates of students by
increasing faculty to support student success initiatives.
Student Success Initiatives
In academic year 2015-16, Charger University made organizational changes focused on
student success through services and resources. Their direct mission “to provide a coordinated,
college-wide focus on providing entering students with individual attention tailored to each
students’ unique career path needs” by “consistently working towards improving 4-year and 6year FTIC graduation and retention rates, ensuring that students are graduating with fewer excess
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hours and minimal debt” (FBOG, 2021, p. 36). While Charger University was successful in
increasing retention rates of FTIC students by 3.1 percent, they decreased their percentage of
four-year graduation rates of FTIC students by 12.4 percent over the period. The increase in
retention rates support the ROI for the student success initiative, however, the decrease in fouryear graduation rates for FTIC students does not.
The same year, (AY 2015-16), Energy University launched initiatives to improve the
retention rates and graduation rates of FTIC students by offering more courses. They invested in
more instructors and offered condensed courses with shorter timelines. Initiatives focused on
“recruitment and retention efforts to attract first generation college students and
underrepresented groups including low income, Hispanic, and black males.” (FBOG, 2015,
p.13). Energy University increased retention of FTIC students by 9.6 percent and decreased
graduation rates of FTIC students by 24.6 percent. More research is needed to determine the
impact of the initiatives for underrepresented groups including low income, Hispanic, and black
males as stated in their Work Plans and Accountability Plans.
Thirdly, Adventure University choose to support student access and success and focused
their initiatives on “eligible low-income and Pell-eligible students.” The institution continued to
support disadvantaged students by re-investing new performance funds they received annually to
help improve the overall retention and graduation rates of these students (FBOG, 2015). The
acceptance rate for Pell-eligible students increased by only .20 percent over the period under
review. The percentage of FTIC graduation rates plummeted by 34 percent. More research
around FTIC student’s application rates, acceptance rates, enrollment rates, retention, and
graduation rates is needed.
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Since all institutional initiatives included hiring faculty, Bachelor's Degrees Awarded and
Student-to-Faculty Ratios were examined. There was a strong positive relationship between the
two variables and the Student-to Faculty Ratios were predictive of Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded.
This finding is important because previous studies found student-to-faulty ratios were not
significant predictors for student retention in higher education (Perkins-Holtsclaw & Lampley,
2018). It was unclear if the counts included both research and teaching faculty or others in
administration, therefore, the finding should be heeded with caution.
Research Initiatives
Typically, Research I universities produce higher amounts and types of research in
comparison to Research II and doctoral/professional universities, and community colleges.
Research I universities have high research expenditures, increased numbers of patents, and may
commercialize many start-up companies. Research I institutions further benefit from research
grants (private, state, and federal), patents, inventions, licenses, and commercialization as they
receive a portion of all related revenues. For this study, a measure of research and
commercialization was analyzed as Utility Patents, Science and Engineering Expenditures, and
Start-up companies. There was a strong positive correlation between Utility Patents and Science
and Engineering Research Expenditures indicating that the institutions were actively engaging in
research leading to innovations that result in patents. The more research a university conducts,
the more opportunities there are for students to engage in research. These experiences can
contribute to students’ future careers, particularly in STEM (Linn et al., 2015; Russell et al.,
2007; Seymour et al., 2003).
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Discussion of Research Question Three
How were the FAUU’s PBF key initiatives implemented as stated in their Work Plans and
Accountability Plans (2014 to 2016), and Accountability Reports (2017-2020) for academic
years 2014-15 to 2019-20?
In question three, the institutions’ key initiatives to support student success initiatives
were evaluated against the funding each institution allocated for student success initiatives. Each
of the institutions within the FAUU made significant investments in key initiatives (see Tables
23, 24, and 25). Beginning in academic year 2015-16, Charger University embarked on an
initiative to hire “additional faculty in STEM and areas of strategic emphasis,” Energy
University planned to “offer more courses and options that are desired and required for
enrollment and academic progression by investing in more instructors,” and Adventure
University “implemented the first two phases of a highly-publicized strategic hiring plan to grow
tenured and tenure-track faculty” (FBOG, 2021).
Reviewing the student success initiatives over the period under review, academic years
2014-15 to 2018-19, each institution invested money that led to varying results:
Charger University invested more than $66 million for faculty hires (229 positions),
which included approximately $289,000 per faculty member hired. It is possible that some of the
money was routed to administrative positions in support of the hires. Reviewing student success,
four-year FTIC graduation rates decreased (12.4 percent), academic progress rates increased (3.1
percent), bachelor’s degrees in strategic areas of emphasis increased (15 percent), and graduate
degrees awarded in areas of strategic emphasis decreased (.7 percent).
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Energy University invested more than $50 million for faculty hires (158 positions),
approximately $317,000 per faculty member hired. It is possible that, some of the money was
routed to administrative positions in support of the hires. Reviewing student success, four-year
FTIC graduation rates decreased (24.6 percent), academic progress rates increased (9.6 percent),
bachelor’s degrees in strategic areas of emphasis decreased (3.8 percent), and graduate degrees
awarded in areas of strategic emphasis increased (4.4 percent).
Adventure University invested close to $85 million for faculty hires (394 positions),
approximately $215,000 per faculty member hired. It is possible that, some of the money was
routed to administrative positions in support of the hires. Reviewing student success, four-year
FTIC graduation rates decreased (34 percent), academic progress rates increased (4 percent),
bachelor’s degrees in strategic areas of emphasis increased (3 percent), and graduate degrees
awarded in areas of strategic emphasis decreased (.8 percent).
More research is needed to understand the ROIs for the investment in faculty which may
include start-up funding. This study analyzed faculty counts and graduation rates and found a
relationship. The strong positive correlation between Institutional Faculty Counts and Bachelor's
Degrees Awarded further supports the Faculty/Student Ratio and Bachelor’s Degree Awarded
finding. This was an important finding because previous literature reports higher student-tofaulty ratios were not found to be significant predictors for student retention (Perkins-Holtsclaw
& Lampley, 2018).
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Reviewing the composition of faculty, all three institutions increased their hiring of nontenure earning faculty. This finding is important because tenured and tenure-earning faculty are
most associated with Research I institutions and produce the most research, enhancing
universities’ revenue from research. Nationally, there has been a shift in university missions
from teaching to research over the last half century (Acker & Webber, 2016; Pfeiffenberger et
al., 2014; Harley et al., 2007). Therefore, institutions should be aware of the impacts of hiring
more non-tenure earning faculty than tenured and tenure-earning faculty.
All three institutions increased in the number of students graduating: (a) Charger
University by 7.72 percent, (b) Energy University by 29 percent, and (c) Adventure University
by 10.5 percent. Each university also increased their faculty hires from fall 2014 to fall 2019.
Charger University increased by 12.72 percent, Energy University increased by 13.38 percent,
and Adventure University increased by 32 percent. Charger University and Energy University
hired more instructors and lecturers than tenured and tenure-earning faculty, therefore the
student-to-faculty ratios should have declined. However, the ratios did not decrease, since the
pace of faculty hires along with attrition rates were not enough to keep up with up with the
number of students graduating. Future research should investigate the results of all institutions’
key initiatives. Related to this finding, future research should further consider the diversity of
faculty hires, bachelor’s degrees awarded to FTICs, and students that may be underrepresented in
higher education.
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Relationship to Conceptual Framework
Neoliberal Theory Discussion
The overarching theoretical foundation for the study is neoliberal theory. Neoliberal
theory proposes the use of monetary incentives and performance monitoring will direct agents to
predetermined outcomes decided by principals (Broucker & DeWit, 2015; Dougherty & Natow,
2019; Ferlie et al, 2008, Lane & Kivisto; Pollitt & Dan, 2011). In this study, neoliberal theory
was applied through assessment of outcomes as related to: (a) funding (monetary incentives), (b)
state reporting requirements (performance monitoring), (c) benchmarks (predetermined
outcomes), and (d) principals (FBOG).
Resource Dependency Theory
The second theory considered in this study was resource dependency theory (RDT). RDT
suggests the behavior of an organization is dependent upon the external resources that
institutions use. Regarding this evaluation, the FAUU institutions were dependent on the funding
provided by the FBOG and the metrics they chose, and external resources were further
influenced by external factors that applied pressure to revenue sources. This consideration
became evident with the COVID crisis. Although data were not yet available to review
pertaining to the years most effected by the pandemic, it undoubtedly will have impact on the
metrics. RDT supports the observed alignment of initiatives with resources (PBF) (Zha, 2009).
However, the alignment of initiatives to achieve predefined outcomes is not always successful.
For instance, while hiring faculty increased the performance in the FBOGs Key Performance
Indicator Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded, it did not have a significant impact on other metrics.
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Implications for Practice
The results of this study have implications for all stakeholders. The FBOG and the
university BOTs should consider the outcomes of the initiatives they invest in and their ROIs.
The FBOG might consider evaluating and assessing the benchmark standards more frequently,
especially when institutions receive consistent high ratings in an area. They may also consider
measuring the success of transfer students. Transparency regarding how the benchmarks are
derived and change would support programmatic decision making. Further, categories of
measurement in addition to benchmarks may be helpful; for example, the median wage metric
would be more useful if it were classified into distinct occupational categories. An additional
implication for FBOG and FAUU is to conduct their own longitudinal studies which would
better inform practice at the institutional level.
Florida taxpayers should be aware of how their tax dollars are being invested. There
should be more transparency detailing what performance funding is, where the money is derived
from, and what the metrics mean. Data related to PBF should be found easily and made readily
available to the public for analysis and research purposes. The institutions within the FAUU have
created public facing dashboards; however, not all information on the dashboards are not
available, or display fall counts. This makes it difficult to analyze and evaluate the results of
PBF. Further, there are conflicts within the data, as the numbers reported to the state and to the
National Center for Educational Statistics do not match. The discrepancy may exist because of
the timing of data collections, or inconsistent definitions of the data. Clarity of definitions and
displaying data collection time periods would provide parity.
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Implications for practice related to student success includes: (a) full transparency of the
outcomes that are reported, (b) detaining how the success of initiatives are determined, and, (c)
providing the data in various formats so other researchers, and the public may conduct their own
analyses. All public funding, measures for the funding, and outcomes should be available and
easily accessible. Transparency builds public confidence (Grimmelikhuijsen et al., 2020).
Nationally, the findings of this study may be of particular importance to other states
considering implementing PBF, and those who have already implemented PBF. Learning from
the FBOGs PBF model may provide a roadmap for others to avoid prior pitfalls and to realize
successes.
Finally, to make best use of results and ensure effectiveness of student success initiatives,
research institutions that receive PBF could establish an administrative unit solely committed to
tracking and reporting the results of their initiatives. The administrative unit could monitor
current and proposed legislation and be prepared to pivot programming, if needed, when
benchmarks change.
Limitations
Several limitations were discovered when searching for institutional level and state level
PBF data. First, data collection posed significant concerns for this study, as data limitations were
experienced due to a difficulty to access or locate information pertaining to the metrics. In some
cases, webpages were deactivated during this study or relocated. As fact gathering evolved, more
data became available, and the analyses were updated. When data was attained, much of the data
were presented in pdf format and needed to be collated into Excel spreadsheets for presentations
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and to be uploaded into SPSS. Additionally, the PBF data are reported two years later and a year
later for IPEDS, which influenced data sorting. During this study, the availability of some data
was impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. In some cases, the data were not available at all
although multiple requests for access to the information were made. University and FBOG
personnel were working remotely and responses for data requests were often delayed or left
unanswered. Universities were preparing state and federal reports and all three institutions
reported being understaffed. To add to the complexity of data gathering, internet speeds were
slow and unreliable.
Additional limitations may have been inherent in the study design and statistical
procedures employed. Firstly, regarding sampling, the research was a bounded case study limited
to three institutions within the state of Florida, and the findings may not be applicable to other
institutions within Florida, or other states. Future research should consider potential influences
that may surround the history of each of the FAUU institutions and include demographics,
location, student size, faculty size, additional financial resources, and age of the institution.
Data analysis limitations may exist due to the statistical test methods used. The design of the
research questions may present a limitation, and the results may not be robust enough to support
all findings or may not have been the appropriate test to use. Additionally, definitions and
measurement pertaining to data shifted for a few metrics which made it difficult to ascribe
longitudinal meaning. For instance, there were limitations to measuring metrics that involved
wages (metrics one and two). There was no way to confirm if program investments contributed
to higher median wages, or if the increases were a result of inflation. Likewise, when measuring
graduation rates, it was unclear if the increases were based on initiatives or increased acceptance
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rates that would naturally cause improvements in the graduation rates. Regardless of the
limitations, the data collected and presented will aid future research and provide insights to
Florida's PBF for all stakeholders.
Recommendations for Future Research
The investigation into the FAUU institutions and their measurements against the
benchmarks should be continued. In particular, continued analysis pertaining to the most recent
academic years would be beneficial to determine the effects of COVID. It is expected that the
pandemic will have impacts on Bachelor graduates employed (metric one), median average wage
of students (metric two), four-year graduation rates (metric four), academic progress rate (metric
five), bachelor’s degrees awarded in areas of strategic emphasis (metric 6), graduate degrees
awarded in areas of strategic emphasis (metric 8), and, the percent of bachelor’s degrees awarded
without excess hours (metric nine). In addition, shifts in program demand will likely occur. Since
the study reviewed five fiscal years, further examination of initiatives beyond FY 2020-21
should be continued. The study should be expanded to include all Florida research universities to
determine the ROI for all receiving PBF. Future research might also consider feeder state and
community colleges.
While conducting the study there were notable findings that suggested areas for
additional study. In particular, it was noticed FTIC and transfer application rates dropped from
AY 2016-17 to date. Moreover, data specifically related to FTIC graduation rates were
unavailable. Therefore, there is a need to obtain this data and examine it for the three universities
in the FAUU and other PBF funded institutions. Further research in this area should be
conducted to see what caused the reduction and if the pattern continues. Additionally, it was
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unclear at the time of the study why graduate degrees in STEM were decreasing. Future research
into the decrease is recommended at the state and national level. It is important to understand if
all graduation rates are dropping or just those in the STEM discipline.
Conclusions
A bounded case study (Yin, 2018) of PBF was conducted of three universities over a
period of five years. The findings of this case study are important at the local, state, and federal
levels as decisions are made to improve student outcomes. There is a need for all stakeholders (a)
to be aware of future changes in PBF metrics, (b) to hold institutions accountable for financial
investments in key initiatives, and, (c) to monitor the outcomes associated with institution’s key
initiatives.
Neoliberal theory supported the policy of PBF. As the metric measurements changed,
institutions learned to adjust their programs to achieve predetermined benchmarks. Resource
dependency theory supported the institutions’ dependency on funding (Zha, 2009). Key
initiatives by the institutions relied on continued funding for their success. The findings further
support resource dependency theory in the behaviors of the institutions. As the institutions are
dependent on funding from the state, they learn to morph, and their actions become dependent
upon the funding. When conducting the study, it was not clear, in some cases, if the benchmarks
were driving the institutional initiatives, or if the results of institutional initiatives were driving
the benchmarks. Further investigation into this area is needed as Florida institutions to avoid
gaming the PBF system (Dougherty & Natow, 2020; Dougherty et al., 2016; Li, 2017).
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APPENDIX A: PERFORMANCE FUNDING METRICS
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PBF Metrics

2016- 17 (for 2014-15) through 2020-21
(2018-19)

1

Percent of
Bachelor's
Graduates Enrolled
or
Employed
($25,000+)
in the U.S. One
Year After
Graduation

In 2017-18, the definition
was modified to include
District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico.

This metric is based on the percentage of a
graduating class of bachelor’s degree recipients
who are enrolled or employed (earning at least
$25,000) somewhere in the United States.
Students who do not have valid social security
numbers and are not found enrolled are
excluded. Note: This data now non‐Florida
employment data.
Sources: State University Database System
(SUDS), Florida Education & Training
Placement Information Program (FETPIP)
analysis of Wage Record Interchange System
(WRIS2) and Federal Employment Data
Exchange (FEDES), and National Student
Clearinghouse (NSC).

2

Median Wages
of Bachelor’s
Graduates
Employed Full‐time
in Florida
One Year After
Graduation

In 2017-18, the definition
was modified to remove
"out of state."

This metric is based on annualized
Unemployment Insurance (UI) wage data from
the fourth fiscal quarter after graduation for
bachelor’s recipients. UI wage data does not
include individuals who are self‐employed,
employed out of state, employed by the
military or federal government, those without a
valid social security number, or making less
than minimum wage. Sources: State University
Database System (SUDS), Florida Education
& Training Placement Information Program
(FETPIP), National Student Clearinghouse.

3

Average Cost
per Bachelor’s
Degree
Costs to the
university

For the year 2014-15,
"Cost to Institution" was
measured. For years
2015-16 to 2017-18,
"Cost to Student" was
measured.

For each of the last four years of data, the
annual undergraduate total full expenditures
(includes direct and indirect expenditures)
were divided by the total fundable student
credit hours to create a cost per credit hour for
each year. This cost per credit hour was then
multiplied by 30 credit hours to derive an
average annual cost. The average annual cost
for each of the four years was summed to
provide an average cost per degree for a
baccalaureate degree that requires 120 credit
hours. Sources: State University Database
System (SUDS), Expenditure Analysis: Report
IV.
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4

Six Year FTIC
Graduation Rate
(Four Year
Graduation Rates
beginning in AY
2018-19)

Graduation rates are
measured on cohorts. For
this study, Four Year
Graduation Rates
reported for FY2018-19
(for the years 2013-17)
and FY2019-20 (for the
years 2014-18) were
used.

This metric is based on the percentage of first‐
time‐in‐college (FTIC) students who started in
the Fall (or summer continuing to Fall) term
and had graduated from the same institution
within six years. Source: Accountability
Report (Table 4D).

5

Academic
Progress Rate
2nd Year Retention
with GPA Above
2.0

Measured each year.

This metric is based on the percentage of first‐
time‐in‐college (FTIC) students who started in
the Fall (or summer continuing to Fall) term
and were enrolled full‐time in their first
semester and were still enrolled in the same
institution during the Fall term following their
first year with had a grade point average
(GPA) of at least 2.0 at the end of their first
year (Fall, Spring, Summer). Source:
Accountability Report (Table 4B).

6

Bachelor's Degrees
within
Programs of
Strategic
Emphasis

Measured each year.

This metric is based on the number of
baccalaureate degrees awarded within the
programs designated by the Board of
Governors as ‘Programs of Strategic
Emphasis’. A student who has multiple majors
in the subset of targeted Classification of
Instruction Program codes will be counted
twice (i.e., double‐majors are included).
Source: Accountability Report (Table 4H).

7

University Access
Rate
Percent of
Undergraduates
with a Pell‐grant

Measured each year.

This metric is based the number of
undergraduates, enrolled during the fall term,
who received a Pell‐grant during the fall term.
Unclassified students, who are not eligible for
Pell‐grants, were excluded from this metric.
Source: Accountability Report (Table 3E).

8a Graduate Degrees
within
Programs of
Strategic
Emphasis

Measured each year.

This metric is based on the number of graduate
degrees awarded within the programs
designated by the Board of Governors as
‘Programs of Strategic Emphasis’. A student
who has multiple majors in the subset of
targeted Classification of Instruction Program
codes will be counted twice (i.e., double‐
majors are included). Source: Accountability
Report (Table 5C).
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9a Percent of
Bachelor's Degrees
Without Excess
Hours

Measured each year.

This metric is based on the percentage of
baccalaureate degrees awarded within 110% of
the credit hours required for a degree based on
the Board of Governors Academic Program
Inventory.
Note: It is important to note that the statutory
provisions of the “Excess Hour Surcharge”
(1009.286, FS) have been modified several
times by the Florida Legislature, resulting in a
phased‐in approach that has created three
different cohorts of students with different
requirements. The performance funding metric
data is based on the latest statutory
requirements that mandates 110% of required
hours as the threshold. In accordance with
statute, this metric excludes the following
types of student credits (i.e., accelerated
mechanisms, remedial coursework, non‐native
credit hours that are not used toward the
degree, non‐native credit hours from failed,
incomplete, withdrawn, or repeated courses,
credit hours from internship programs, credit
hours up to 10 foreign language credit hours,
and credit hours earned in military science
courses that are part of the Reserve Officers’
Training Corps (ROTC) program). Source:
State University Database System (SUDS).
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APPENDIX B: 2014 AREAS OF STRATEGIC EMPHASIS BY CIP
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01.0000

Agriculture, General.

01.0901

Animal Sciences, General.

01.1001

Food Science.

01.1101

Plant Sciences, General.

01.1102

Agronomy and Crop Science.

01.1103

Horticultural Science.

01.1199

Plant Sciences, Other.

01.1201

Soil Science and Agronomy, General.

03.0103

Environmental Studies.

03.0104

Environmental Science.

03.0201

Natural Resources Management and Policy.

03.0205

Water, Wetlands, and Marine Resources Management.

03.0301

Fishing and Fisheries Sciences and Management.

03.0501

Forestry, General.

03.0601

Wildlife, Fish and Wildlands Science and Management.

04.0201

Architecture.

04.0401

Environmental Design/Architecture.

04.0601

Landscape Architecture.

05.0103

Asian Studies/Civilization.

05.0105

Russian, Central European, East European and Eurasian Studies.

05.0107

Latin American Studies.

05.0108

Near and Middle Eastern Studies.

05.0124

French Studies.

05.0126

Italian Studies.
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05.0134

Latin American and Caribbean Studies.

05.0201

African-American/Black Studies.

09.0101

Speech Communication and Rhetoric.

09.0702

Digital Communication and Media/Multimedia.

09.0900

Public Relations, Advertising, and Applied Communication.

09.0902

Public Relations/Image Management.

11.0101

Computer and Information Sciences, General.

11.0103

Information Technology.

11.0199

Computer and Information Sciences, Other.

11.0401

Information Science/Studies.

11.0501

Computer Systems Analysis/Analyst.

11.0701

Computer Science

11.0802

Data Modeling/Warehousing and Database Administration.

11.0899

Computer Software and Media Applications, Other.

13.0101

Education, General.

13.0301

Curriculum and Instruction.

13.0501

Educational/Instructional Technology.

13.0701

International and Comparative Education.

13.1001

Special Education and Teaching, General.

13.1004

Education/Teaching of the Gifted and Talented.

13.1005

Education/Teaching of Individuals with Emotional Disturbances.

13.1006

Education/Teaching of Individuals with Mental Retardation.

13.1009

Education/Teaching of Individuals with Vision Impairments Including
Blindness.
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13.1011

Education/Teaching of Individuals with Specific Learning Disabilities.

13.1013

Education/Teaching of Individuals with Autism.

13.1101

Counselor Education/School Counseling and Guidance Services.

13.1102

College Student Counseling and Personnel Services.

13.1199

Student Counseling and Personnel Services, Other.

13.1201

Adult and Continuing Education and Teaching.

13.1202

Elementary Education and Teaching.

13.1203

Junior High/Intermediate/Middle School Education and Teaching.

13.1205

Secondary Education and Teaching.

13.1206

Teacher Education, Multiple Levels.

13.1210

Early Childhood Education and Teaching.

13.1299

Teacher Education and Professional Development, Specific Levels and
Methods, Other.

13.1301

Agricultural Teacher Education.

13.1302

Art Teacher Education.

13.1305

English/Language Arts Teacher Education.

13.1306

Foreign Language Teacher Education.

13.1307

Health Teacher Education.

13.1311

Mathematics Teacher Education.

13.1312

Music Teacher Education.

13.1314

Physical Education Teaching and Coaching.

13.1315

Reading Teacher Education.

13.1316

Science Teacher Education/General Science Teacher Education.

13.1317

Social Science Teacher Education.
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13.1318

Social Studies Teacher Education.

13.1320

Trade and Industrial Teacher Education.

13.1399

Teacher Education and Professional Development, Specific Subject
Areas, Other.

13.1401

Teaching English as a Second or Foreign Language/ESL Language
Instructor.

14.0101

Engineering, General.

14.0201

Aerospace, Aeronautical and Astronautical/Space Engineering.

14.0301

Agricultural Engineering.

14.0501

Bioengineering and Biomedical Engineering.

14.0701

Chemical Engineering.

14.0801

Civil Engineering, General.

14.0803

Structural Engineering.

14.0901

Computer Engineering, General.

14.1001

Electrical and Electronics Engineering

14.1003

Laser and Optical Engineering.

14.1004

Telecommunications Engineering.

14.1401

Environmental/Environmental Health Engineering.

14.1801

Materials Engineering.

14.1901

Mechanical Engineering.

14.2301

Nuclear Engineering.

14.2401

Ocean Engineering.

14.2701

Systems Engineering.

14.3501

Industrial Engineering.
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14.3502

Industrial Engineering.

14.3801

Surveying Engineering.

14.4501

Biological/Biosystems Engineering.

15.0303

Electrical, Electronic and Communications Engineering
Technology/Technician.

15.1001

Construction Engineering Technology/Technician.

15.1005

Construction Engineering Technology/Technician.

15.1102

Surveying Technology/Surveying.

15.1202

Computer Technology/Computer Systems Technology.

15.1501

Engineering/Industrial Management.

15.1601

Nanotechnology

16.0101

Foreign Languages and Literatures, General.

16.0102

Linguistics.

16.0399

East Asian Languages, Literatures, and Linguistics, Other.

16.0400

Slavic Languages, Literatures, and Linguistics, General.

16.0402

Russian Language and Literature.

16.0501

German Language and Literature.

16.0901

French Language and Literature.

16.0902

Italian Language and Literature.

16.0904

Portuguese Language and Literature.

16.0905

Spanish Language and Literature.

22.0210

International Business, Trade, and Tax Law.

26.0101

Biology/Biological Sciences, General.

26.0102

Biomedical Sciences, General.

147

26.0202

Biochemistry.

26.0206

Molecular Biophysics.

26.0210

Biochemistry and Molecular Biology.

26.0301

Botany/Plant Biology.

26.0305

Plant Pathology/Phytopathology.

26.0308

Plant Molecular Biology.

26.0406

Cell/Cellular and Molecular Biology.

26.0503

Medical Microbiology and Bacteriology.

26.0701

Zoology/Animal Biology.

26.0702

Entomology.

26.0801

Genetics, General.

26.0908

Exercise Physiology.

26.0911

Oncology and Cancer Biology.

26.1102

Biostatistics.

26.1103

Bioinformatics.

26.1104

Computational Biology.

26.1201

Biotechnology.

26.1301

Ecology.

26.1302

Marine Biology and Biological Oceanography.

26.1307

Conservation Biology.

26.1309

Epidemiology.

26.1399

Ecology, Evolution, Systematics and Population Biology, Other.

26.1501

Neuroscience.

26.9999

Biological and Biomedical Sciences, Other.
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27.0101

Mathematics, General.

27.0301

Applied Mathematics, General.

27.0501

Statistics, General.

30.0101

Biological and Physical Sciences.

30.0601

Systems Science and Theory.

30.1101

Gerontology.

30.1901

Nutrition Sciences.

30.2001

International/Global Studies.

30.3001

Computational Science.

30.3301

Sustainability Studies.

31.0505

Kinesiology and Exercise Science.

40.0201

Astronomy.

40.0401

Atmospheric Sciences and Meteorology, General.

40.0501

Chemistry, General.

40.0508

Chemical Physics.

40.0599

Chemistry, Other.

40.0601

Geology/Earth Science, General.

40.0607

Oceanography, Chemical and Physical.

40.0699

Geological and Earth Sciences/Geosciences, Other.

40.0801

Physics, General.

40.0899

Physics, Other.

40.1001

Materials Science.

40.9999

Physical Sciences, Other.

42.2706

Physiological Psychology/Psychobiology.
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43.0106

Forensic Science and Technology.

43.0111

Criminalistics and Criminal Science.

43.0116

Cyber/Computer Forensics and Counterterrorism.

43.0303

Critical Infrastructure Protection

45.0702

Geographic Information Science and Cartography.

45.0901

International Relations and Affairs.

50.0102

Digital Arts.

50.0409

Graphic Design.

51.0000

Health Services/Allied Health/Health Sciences, General.

51.0201

Communication Sciences and Disorders, General.

51.0202

Audiology/Audiologist.

51.0204

Audiology/Audiologist and Speech-Language Pathology/Pathologist.

51.0401

Dentistry.

51.0501

Dental Clinical Sciences, General.

51.0701

Health/Health Care Administration/Management.

51.0706

Health Information/Medical Records Administration/Administrator.

51.0908

Respiratory Care Therapy/Therapist.

51.0911

Radiologic Technology/Science - Radiographer.

51.0912

Physician Assistant.

51.0913

Athletic Training/Trainer.

51.1005

Clinical Laboratory Science/Medical Technology/Technologist.

51.1201

Medicine.

51.1504

Community Health Services/Liaison/Counseling.

51.1505

Marriage and Family Therapy/Counseling.
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51.1508

Mental Health Counseling/Counselor.

51.2001

Pharmacy.

51.2099

Pharmacy, Pharmaceutical Sciences, and Administration, Other.

51.2201

Public Health, General.

51.2202

Environmental Health.

51.2205

Health/Medical Physics.

51.2208

Community Health and Preventive Medicine.

51.2299

Public Health, Other.

51.2301

Art Therapy/Therapist.

51.2305

Music Therapy/Therapist.

51.2306

Occupational Therapy/Therapist.

51.2308

Physical Therapy/Therapist.

51.2310

Vocational Rehabilitation Counseling/Counselor.

51.2314

Rehabilitation Science.

51.2399

Rehabilitation and Therapeutic Professions, Other.

51.2401

Veterinary Medicine.

51.2501

Veterinary Sciences/Veterinary Clinical Sciences, General.

51.2706

Medical Informatics.

51.3101

Dietetics/Dietitian.

51.3102

Clinical Nutrition/Nutritionist.

51.3201

Bioethics/Medical Ethics.

51.3801

Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse.

51.3803

Adult Health Nurse/Nursing.

51.3804

Nurse Anesthetist.
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51.3805

Family Practice Nurse/Nursing.

51.3808

Nursing Science.

51.3809

Pediatric Nurse/Nursing.

51.3810

Psychiatric/Mental Health Nurse/Nursing.

51.3818

Nursing Practice.

52.0203

Logistics, Materials, and Supply Chain Management

52.0301

Accounting.

52.0801

Finance, General.

52.0803

Banking and Financial Support Services.

52.1001

Human Resources Management/Personnel Administration, General.

52.1101

International Business/Trade/Commerce.

52.1201

Management Information Systems, General.

52.1301

Management Science.

52.1304

Actuarial Science.

52.1502

Real Estate.

52.1701

Insurance.
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APPENDIX C: INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL
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APPENDIX D: EMAIL TO FLORIDA ASSOCIATION OF UNIFIED UNIVERSITIES
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Good afternoon,
I am a student at the University of Central Florida conducting research on student outcomes
related to performance funding. Specifically, I am interested in faculty impact on student
learning.
Related to faculty hired during academic years 2014-15 through 2019-20, can you please provide
the following in Excel format:
·

Name

·

Date of Hire

·

Gender

·

Ethnicity/Race

·

Position Number

·

Job code title (at the time of hire)

·

Tenure Status (at the time of hire)

·

FTE

·

Faculty CIP Code

·

% of Instructional Assignment (if available)

·

Budget Entity

·

College

·

Department

·

Salary rate for each year (including stipends and supplements)

·

Union Status (in-unit/non-unit)

·

SCHs generated by semester

Related to undergraduate students, can you also provide the following for academic years 201415 through 2019-20 (what you have available), and in a separate Excel document:
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Undergraduate Enrollment (Counts when possible)
·

Student Enrollment Counts
o Ethnicity/Race
o Gender

·

College/Major Enrollment
o STEM classification (upon entry)

·

Classification (fall classification)

·

Pell eligible students

·

FTIC

·

Transfer Student Status

·

Average High School GPA (weighted)
o FTIC
o Transfers

·

Average SAT
o FTIC
o Transfers

·

Average ACT
o FTIC
o Transfers

Undergraduate Retention (Counts when possible)
·

1st, 2nd, and 3rd Year Graduation Counts (or Rates) by Cohort
o Ethnicity/Race
o Gender
o FTIC
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o Pell Eligible Students
o Transfer Student Status
·

College/Major Enrollment
o STEM classification (upon entry)

·

Classification (fall classification)

Undergraduate Graduation Counts
·

Total Degrees Awarded
o Ethnicity/Race
o Gender
o FTIC
o College/Major Enrollment
o STEM classification (upon entry)
o Classification (fall classification)
o Pell Eligible Students
o Transfer Student Status

·

Graduation Count by Cohort Year
o Ethnicity/Race
o Gender
o FTIC
o College/Major Enrollment
o STEM classification (upon entry)
o Classification (fall classification)
o Number of students who are Pell eligible
o Transfer Student Status

158

·

Employment Rates (full-time) and
o Average Annual Earnings
o Continuing Education Rates

Please also provide codebooks for definitions.
In my study I will deidentify all faculty and institutions.
The results of this study will be shared.
Thank you kindly for your assistance,
Lucretia Cooney
Higher Education and Policy Doctoral Student
(Emailed 7/11/2020) (Resubmitted 7/26/20) (CU third follow-up 09/02/20)
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EFIA2019 (2018-19) 12-Month Enrollment and Instructional Activity. This table
contains data on instructional activity measured in total credit and/or contact hours delivered by
institutions during a 12-month period. The credit hour and contact hour activity data are used to
derive 12-month full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollments for both undergraduate and graduate
levels. The graduate level does not include credit hours for doctoral professional practice
students. Institutions can choose to accept the derived FTE or report their own FTE. Both
reported and estimated/derived FTE are available in this data table. In addition, the reported FTE
of Doctoral Professional practice students are also included" (IPEDS, 2020) Data elements
include: UNTID” unique identification number of the institution, CDACTUA: 12-month
Enrollment, Credit Hour Activity for academic programs: Undergraduate Programs, CNACTUA:
12-month Enrollment, Contact Hour Activity for occupational (undergraduate) programs,
CDACTGA: 12-month Enrollment, Credit Hour Activity for academic programs: Graduate
Programs, EFTEUG: Estimated full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate enrollment, academic
year 2017-18, (For institutions with a semester, trimester, or 4-1-4 plan, the number of FTE
undergraduate is the sum of undergraduate credit hours divided by 30 and contact hours divided
by 900. For institutions with a quarter plan, undergraduate credit hours divided by 45 and contact
hours divided by 900. For institutions with continuous enrollment over a 12-month period,
undergraduate credit hours were divided by 30 and contact hours were divided by 900),
EFTEGD, Reported full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate enrollment, academic year 201819 (For institutions with a semester, trimester, or 4-1-4 plan, the number of FTE graduate
students is the number of graduate credit hours divided by 24. For institutions with a quarter
plan, graduate FTE is the is the number of graduate credit hours divided by 36), FTEUG:
Reported full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate enrollment, academic year 2018-19 (NCES
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uses estimated FTE undergraduate enrollment to calculate expenses by function per FTE and
core revenues per FTE as reported in the IPEDS Data Feedback Report. If the generated estimate
was not reasonable, the institution provided their best estimate for undergraduate FTE. If the
institution did not provide an FTE, then the reported FTE was set to the estimated FTE.),
FTEGD: Reported full-time equivalent (FTE) graduate enrollment, academic year 2018-19
(NCES uses estimated FTE graduate enrollment to calculate expenses by function per FTE and
core revenues per FTE as reported in the IPEDS Data Feedback Report. If the generated estimate
was not reasonable, the institution provided their best estimate for graduate FTE. If the
institution did not provide an FTE then the reported FTE was set to the estimated FTE.),
FTEDPP: Doctor's-professional practice student FTE (Doctor's degree - professional
practice). A doctor's degree that is conferred upon completion of a program providing the
knowledge and skills for the recognition, credential, or license required for professional practice.
The degree is awarded after a period of study such that the total time to the degree, including
both pre-professional and professional preparation, equals at least six full-time equivalent
academic years. Some of these degrees were formerly classified as first-professional and may
include: Chiropractic (D.C. or D.C.M.); Dentistry (D.D.S. or D.M.D.); Law (L.L.B. or J.D.);
Medicine (M.D.); Optometry (O.D.); Osteopathic Medicine (D.O); Pharmacy (Pharm.D.);
Podiatry (D.P.M., Pod.D., D.P.); or, Veterinary Medicine (D.V.M.), and others, as designated by
the awarding institution.), and ACTTYPE: Instructional activity data may be reported on Part F
in units of contact hours or credit hours.
Note for EFIA2019 (2018-19) variables: Credit - Recognition of attendance or
performance in an instructional activity (course or program) that can be applied by a recipient
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toward the requirements for a degree, diploma, certificate, or other formal award. Instructional
Activity - The provision of coursework to students which can be measured in various terms.
Credit Hour Activity - The provision of coursework to students which can be measured in terms
of credit hours. For the purposes of this survey, total credit hour activity was determined by
multiplying the credit hour value of the course by the number of students enrolled in the course
for credit. For example, the credit hour activity for a 3-credit course with an enrollment of 30
students is 90 credit hours. Using this as a guide, institutions were asked to compute the credit
hours attempted for each course and sum the activity for all credit hour courses over the total 12month period. Enrollment is based on the number of students enrolled at the close of the official
drop/add period or other census date of the institution. Instructional Activity - The provision of
coursework to students which can be measured in various terms (IPEDS, 2020).
Estimated full-time equivalent undergraduate enrollment was generated as follows: For
institutions with a semester, trimester, or 4-1-4 plan, the number of FTE undergraduate is the
sum of undergraduate credit hours divided by 30 and contact hours divided by 900. For
institutions with a quarter plan, undergraduate credit hours divided by 45 and contact hours
divided by 900. For institutions with continuous enrollment over a 12-month period,
undergraduate credit hours were divided by 30 and contact hours were divided by 900.
NCES uses estimated FTE undergraduate enrollment to calculate expenses by function per FTE
and core revenues per FTE as reported in the IPEDS Data Feedback Report.
Instructional Staff/Salaries S2018_IS contains the number of full-time instructional
staff on the payroll of the institution by faculty and tenure status, academic rank, race/ethnicity
and gender (IPEDS, 2020). The information is presented through the following categories 163

UNITID: unique identifier for each institution, SISCAT: instructional staff by tenure status and
academic rank, FACSTST: faculty and tenure status, ARANK: academic rank, HRTOTLT:
grand total across all race/ethnicities categories and both genders, HRTOTM: grand total men,
HRTOTW; grand total women, HRAINT: total American Indian or Alaska Native men and
women (those with origins in any pf the original peoples of Central, North, and South America
who maintain cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community attachment),
HRAIANM: American Indian or Alaska Native men, HRAIANM: American Indian or Alaska
Native women, HRASIAT: total Asian men and women (A person having origins in any of the
original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian Subcontinent, including, for
example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands,
Thailand, and Vietnam, HRASIAM: Asian men, HRASIAW: Asian women, HRBKAAT total
Black or African American men and women (a person having origins in any of the black racial
groups of Africa), HRBKAAM: Black men, HRBKAAW: Black women, HRHISPT: total
Hispanic or Latino men and women (A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or
Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race), HRHISPM: Hispanic or
Latino men, HRHISPW: Hispanic or Latino women, HRNHPIT: native Hawaiian or other
pacific islander (A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa,
or other Pacific Islands), HRNHPIM; native Hawaiian or other pacific island men, HRNHPIW;
native Hawaiian or other pacific island women, HRWHITT: total White (a person having origins
in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle East, of North Africa), HRWHITM: White
men, HRWHITW: White women, HR2MORT: total two or more races (category used by
institutions to report persons who selected more than one race), HR2MORM: total two or more
races men, HR2MORW: total two or more races women, HRUNKNT: total (category used to
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classify students or employees whose race/ethnicity is not known and institutions are unable to
place them in one of the specified racial/ethnic categories), HRUNKNM: total men,
HRUNKNW: total women, HRNRALT: total nonresident aliens (nonresident alien - a person
who is not a citizen or national of the United States and who is in this country on a visa or
temporary basis and does not have the right to remain indefinitely, resident alien - a person who
is not a citizen or national of the United States and who has been admitted as a legal immigrant
for the purpose of obtaining permanent resident alien status (and who holds either an alien
registration card (Form I-551 or I-151), a Temporary Resident Card (Form I-688), or an ArrivalDeparture Record (Form I-94) with a notation that conveys legal immigrant status such as
Section 207 Refugee, Section 208 Asylee, Conditional Entrant Parolee or Cuban-Haitian)),
HRNRALM: total nonresident alien men, and HRNRALW: total nonresident alien women
(IPEDS, 2020).
Institutional Characteristics (IC2019_AY ) contains a UNITID: unique identifier for
each institution, TUITION1: In-district average tuition for full-time undergraduates, FEE1: Indistrict required fees for full-time undergraduates, HRCHG1: In-district per credit hour charge
for part-time undergraduates, TUITION2: In-state average tuition for full-time undergraduates,
FEE2: In-state required fees for full-time undergraduates, HRCHG2: In-state per credit hour
charge for part-time undergraduates, TUITION3: Out-of-state average tuition for full-time
undergraduates, FEE3: Out-of-state required fees for full-time undergraduates HRCHG3: Outof-state per credit hour charge for part-time undergraduates, TUITION5: In-district average
tuition full-time graduates, FEE5: In-district required fees for full-time graduates, HRCHG5: Indistrict per credit hour charge part-time graduates, TUITION6: In-state average tuition full-time
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graduates, FEE6: In-state required fees for full-time graduates, HRCHG6: In-state per credit hour
charge part-time graduates, TUITION6: Out-of-state average tuition full-time graduates, FEE7:
Out-of-state required fees for full-time graduates, HRCHG7: Out-of-state per credit hour charge
part-time graduates, TUITION7: Out-of-state average tuition full-time graduates, XISPR01:
Chiropractic: In-state tuition, XISPFE1: Chiropractic: In-state required fees, XOSPR01:
Chiropractic: Out-of-state tuition, XOSPFE1: Chiropractic: Out-of-state required fees, XISPR02:
Dentistry: In-state tuition, XISPFE2: Dentistry: In-state required fees, XOSPR02: Dentistry: Outof-state tuition, XOSPFE2: Dentistry: Out-of-state required fees, XISPR03: Medicine: In-state
tuition, XISPFE3: Medicine: In-state required fees, XOSPR03: Medicine: Out-of-state tuition,
XOSPFE3: Medicine: Out-of-state required fees, XISPR04: Optometry: In-state tuition,
XISPFE4: Optometry: In-state required fees, XOSPR04: Optometry: Out-of-state tuition,
XOSPFE4: Optometry: Out-of-state required fees, XISPR05: Osteopathic Medicine: In-state
tuition, XISPFE5: Osteopathic Medicine: In-state required fees, XOSPR05: Osteopathic
Medicine: Out-of-state tuition, XOSPFE5: Osteopathic Medicine: Out-of-state required fees,
XISPR06: Pharmacy: In-state tuition, XISPFE6: Pharmacy: In-state required fees, XOSPR06:
Pharmacy: Out-of-state tuition, XOSPFE6: Pharmacy: Out-of-state required fees, XISPR07:
Podiatry: In-state tuition, XISPFE7: Podiatry: In-state required fees, XOSPR07: Podiatry: Outof-state tuition, XOSPFE7: Podiatry: Out-of-state required fees, XISPR08: Veterinary Medicine:
In-state tuition, XISPFE8: Veterinary Medicine: In-state required fees, XOSPR08: Veterinary
Medicine: Out-of-state tuition, XOSPFE8: Veterinary Medicine: Out-of-state required fee,
XISPR09: Law: In-state tuition, XISPFE9: Law: In-state required fees, XOSPR09: Law: Out-ofstate tuition, XOSPFE9: Law: Out-of-state required fee, CHG1AT0: Published in-district tuition
2016-17, CHG1AF0: Published in-district fees 2016-17, CHG1AY0: Published in-district
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tuition and fees 2016-17, CHG1AT1: Published in-district tuition 2017-18, CHG1AF1:
Published in-district fees 2017-18, CHG1AY1: Published in-district tuition and fees 2017-18,
CHG1AT2: Published in-district tuition 2018-19, CHG1AF2: Published in-district fees 2018-19,
CHG1AY2: Published in-district tuition and fees 2018-19, CHG1TGTD: Published in-district
tuition 2019-20 guaranteed percent increase (if applicable), CHG1FGTD: Published in-district
fees 2019-20 guaranteed percent increase (if applicable), CHG2AT0: Published in-state tuition
2016-17, CHG2AF0:Published in-state fees 2016-17, CHG2AY0: Published in-state tuition and
fees 2016-17, CHG2AT1: Published in-state tuition 2017-18, CHG2AF1:Published in-state fees
2017-18, CHG2AY1: Published in-state tuition and fees 2017-18, CHG2AT2: Published in-state
tuition 2018-19, CHG2AF2:Published in-state fees 2018-19, CHG2AY2: Published in-state
tuition and fees 2018-19, CHG2AT3: Published in-state tuition 2019-20, CHG2AF3:Published
in-state fees 2019-20, CHG2AY3: Published in-state tuition and fees 2019-20,
CHG2TGTD:Published in-state tuition 2019-20 guaranteed percent increase (if applicable),
CHG2FGTD: Published in-state fees 2019-20 guaranteed percent increase (if applicable),
CHG3AT0: Published out-of-state tuition 2016-17, CHG3AF0: Published out-of-state fees 201617, CHG3AY0: Published out-of-state tuition and fees 2016-17, CHG3AT1: Published out-ofstate tuition 2017-18, CHG3AF1: Published out-of-state fees 2017-18, CHG3AY1: Published
out-of-state tuition and fees 2017-18, CHG3AT2: Published out-of-state tuition 2018-19,
CHG3AF2: Published out-of-state fees 2018-19, CHG3AY2: Published out-of-state tuition and
fees 2018-19, CHG3AT3: Published out-of-state tuition 2019-20, CHG3AF3: Published out-ofstate fees 2019-20, CHG3A3: Published out-of-state tuition and fees 2019-20, CHG3TGTD:
Published out-of-state tuition 2019-20 guaranteed percent increase (if applicable),
CHG3FGTD:Published out-of-state fees 2019-20 guaranteed percent increase (if applicable),
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CHG4AY0: Books and supplies 2016-17, CHG4AY1: Books and supplies 2017-18, CHG4AY2:
Books and supplies 2018-19, CHG4AY3: Books and supplies 2019-20, CHG5AY0: On campus,
room and board 2016-17, CHG5AY1: On campus, room and board 2017-18, CHG5AY2: On
campus, room and board 2018-19, CHG5AY3: On campus, room and board 2019-20,
CHG6AY0: On campus, other expenses 2016-17, CHG6AY1: On campus, other expenses 201718, CHG6AY2: On campus, other expenses 2018-19, CHG6AY3: On campus, other expenses
2019-20, CHG7AY0: Off campus (not with family), other expenses 2016-17, CHG7AY1: Off
campus (not with family), other expenses 2017-18, CHG7AY2: Off campus (not with family),
other expenses 2018-19, CHG7AY3: Off campus (not with family), other expenses 2019-20,
CHG8AY0: Off campus (not with family), other expenses 2016-17, CHG8AY1: Off campus (not
with family), other expenses 2017-18, CHG8AY2: Off campus (not with family), other expenses
2018-19, CHG8AY3: Off campus (not with family), other expenses 2019-20, CHG9AY0: Off
campus (with family), other expenses 2016-17, CHG9AY1: Off campus (with family), other
expenses 2017-18, CHG9AY2: Off campus (with family), other expenses 2018-19, and
CHG9AY3: Off campus (with family), other expenses 2019-20.
EFFY2019 12-month Unduplicated Head Count Data File, 2018-19. "This file contains
the unduplicated head count of students enrolled over a 12-month period for both undergraduate
and graduate levels. These enrollment data are particularly valuable for institutions that use nontraditional calendar systems and offer short-term programs. Because this enrollment measure
encompasses an entire year, it provides a more complete picture of the number of students these
schools serve. Each record is uniquely defined by the variables IPEDS ID (UNITID), and the
level of enrollment (EFFYLEV). Each record will contain the total head count for men and
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women, and the total headcount for men and women for all nine race/ethnicity categories"
(IPEDS, 2020).
EFFY2019 data elements include: UNITID: Unique identification number of the
institution, EFFYLEV: Level of study - 1 - Total students enrolled for credit, 2 - Undergraduate
students - A student enrolled in a 4- or 5-year bachelor's degree program, an associate's degree
program, or a vocational or technical program below the baccalaureate. (Students who have
already earned a bachelor's degree but are taking undergraduate courses FOR CREDIT are
included as undergraduates. 4- Graduate student - A student who holds a bachelor's degree or
above and is taking courses at the postbaccalaureate level. These students may or may not be
enrolled in graduate programs.), LSTUDY: Original level of study on survey form 1 Undergraduate students - A student enrolled in a 4- or 5-year bachelor's degree program, an
associate's degree program, or a vocational or technical program below the baccalaureate.
(Students who have already earned a bachelor's degree but are taking undergraduate courses
FOR CREDIT are included as undergraduates. 3- Graduate student - A student who holds a
bachelor's degree or above and is taking courses at the postbaccalaureate level. These students
may or may not be enrolled in graduate programs), EFYTOTLT: Grand total men and women
enrolled for credit during the 12-month reporting period. (CREDIT - Recognition of attendance
or performance in an instructional activity (course or program) that can be applied by a recipient
toward the requirements for a degree, diploma, certificate, or other formal award.), EFYTOTLM:
12-month unduplicated headcount by race/ethnicity and gender (Grand total men enrolled for
credit during the 12-month reporting period), EFYTOTLW: 12-month unduplicated headcount
by race/ethnicity and gender (Grand total women enrolled for credit during the 12-month
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reporting period), EFYAIANT: American Indian or Alaska Native men and women enrolled for
credit during the 12-month period, EFYAIANM: American Indian or Alaska Native men
enrolled for credit during the 12-month period, EFYAIANW: American Indian or Alaska Native
women enrolled for credit during the 12-month period, EFYASIAT: Asian men and women
enrolled for credit during the 12-month period, EFYASIAM: Asian men enrolled for credit
during the 12-month period, EFYASIAW: Asian women enrolled for credit during the 12-month
period, EFYBKAAT: Black or African American men and women enrolled for credit during the
12-month period, EFYBKAAM: Black or African American men enrolled for credit during the
12-month period, EFYBKAAW: Black or African American women enrolled for credit during
the 12-month period, EFYHISPT: Hispanic or Latino men and women enrolled for credit during
the 12-month period, EFYHISPM: Hispanic or Latino men enrolled for credit during the 12month period, EFYHISPW: Hispanic or Latino women enrolled for credit during the 12-month
period, EFYNHPIT: Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders men and women enrolled for
credit during the 12-month period, EFYNHPIM: Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders men
enrolled for credit during the 12-month period, EFYNHPIW: Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islanders women enrolled for credit during the 12-month period, EFYWHITT: White men and
women enrolled for credit during the 12-month period, EFYWHITM: White men enrolled for
credit during the 12-month period, EFYWHITW: White women enrolled for credit during the
12-month period, EFY2MORT: Men and women of two or more races enrolled for credit during
the 12-month period, EFY2MORM: Men of two or more races enrolled for credit during the 12month period, EFY2MORW: Women of two or more races enrolled for credit during the 12month period, EFYUNKNT: Race/ethnicity unknown men and women enrolled for credit during
the 12-month period, EFYUNKNM: Race/ethnicity unknown men enrolled for credit during the
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12-month period, EFYUNKNW: Race/ethnicity unknown women enrolled for credit during the
12-month period, EFYNRALT: Nonresident Alien men and women enrolled for credit during the
12-month reporting period, EFYNRALM: Nonresident Alien men enrolled for credit during the
12-month reporting period, and EFYNRALW: Nonresident Alien women enrolled for credit
during the 12-month reporting period.
Note for EFFY2019 variables: Credit - Recognition of attendance or performance in an
instructional activity (course or program) that can be applied by a recipient toward the
requirements for a degree, diploma, certificate, or other formal award. American Indian or
Alaska Native- A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North and South
America (including Central America) who maintains cultural identification through tribal
affiliation or community attachment. Asian - A person having origins in any of the original
peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian Subcontinent, including, for example,
Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and
Vietnam. Black or African American - A person having origins in any of the black racial groups
of Africa. Hispanic or Latino - A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central
American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islanders - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Hawaii, Guam,
Samoa, or other Pacific Islands. White - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of
Europe, the Middle East, or North Africa. Two or more races - Category used by institutions to
report persons who selected more than one race. Race/ethnicity unknown - This category is used
ONLY if the student did not select a racial/ethnic designation, AND the postsecondary institution
finds it impossible to place the student in one of the aforementioned racial/ethnic categories
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during established enrollment procedures or in any post-enrollment identification or verification
process. Nonresident Alien - A person who is not a citizen or national of the United States and
who is in this country on a visa or temporary basis and does not have the right to remain
indefinitely (Nonresident aliens are included here, rather than in any of the five racial/ethnic
categories described below. Resident aliens and other eligible (for financial aid purposes) noncitizens who are not citizens or nationals of the United States and who have been admitted as
legal immigrants for the purpose of obtaining permanent resident alien status (and who hold
either an alien registration card (Form I-551 or I-151), a Temporary Resident Card (Form I-688),
or an Arrival-Departure Record (Form I-94) with a notation that conveys legal immigrant status
such as Section 207 Refugee, Section 208 Asylee, Conditional Entrant Parolee or Cuban-Haitian)
are to be reported in the appropriate racial/ethnic categories along with United States citizens.)
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Performance Based Funding Model Benchmarks to FY 2020-21 (AY 2018-19)
Excellence
(Achieving System Goals)
Points
Key Metrics Common to
All Universities
Percent of
Bachelor's
Graduates
Employed and/or
Continuing their
Education
Further 1 Yr after
Graduation
(9% reduction
from 2017-18
1
benchmarks)
Median Average
Full‐time Wages
of
Undergraduates
Employed in
Florida 1
Yr after
Graduation
(1.75% increase
from 2017-18
2
benchmarks)
Average Cost per
Undergraduate
Degree to the
3
Institution

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

72.8%

70.5%

68.3%

66.0%

63.7%

61.4%

59.2%

56.9%

54.6%

52.3%

$40,700

$38,200

$35,700

$33,200

$30,700

$28,200

$25,700

$23,200

$20,700

$17,500

$9,000

$10,000

$11,000

$12,000

$13,000

$1,400

$15,000

$16,000

$17,000

$18,000
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4

5

6

7

8

9

1

Six Year
Graduation Rate
Full‐time and
Part‐time FTIC
Academic
Progress Rate
2nd Year
Retention with
GPA Above 2.0
Bachelor's
Degree's
Awarded in Areas
of Strategic
Emphasis
(includes STEM)
University
Access Rate
Percent of
Undergraduates
with a Pell‐grant
Graduate Degrees
Awarded in Areas
of Strategic
Emphasis
(includes STEM)
Percent of
Bachelor's
Degrees without
Excess Hours
Percent of
Bachelor's
Graduates
Employed and/or
Continuing their

70.0%

68.8%

67.5%

66.3%

65.0%

63.8%

62.5%

61.3%

60.0%

58.8%

90.0%

88.8%

87.5%

86.3%

85.0%

83.8%

82.5%

81.3%

80.0%

78.8%

50.0%

47.5%

45.0%

42.5%

40.0%

37.5%

35.0%

32.5%

30.0%

27.5%

30.0%

28.8%

27.5%

26.3%

25.0%

23.8%

22.5%

21.3%

20.0%

18.8%

60.0%

57.5%

55.0%

52.5%

50.0%

47.5%

45.0%

42.5%

40.0%

37.5%

80.0%

77.5%

75.0%

72.5%

70.0%

67.5%

65.0%

62.5%

60.0%

57.5%

60.0%

57.5%

Performance Based Funding Model Benchmarks to FY 2017-18 (AY 2015-16)

80.0%

77.5%

75.0%

72.5%
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70.0%

67.5%

65.0%

62.5%

2

3

4

5

6

7

Education
Further 1 Yr after
Graduation
Median Average
Full‐time Wages
of
Undergraduates
Employed in
Florida 1
Yr after
Graduation
Average Cost per
Undergraduate
Degree to the
Institution
Six Year
Graduation Rate
Full‐time and
Part‐time FTIC
Academic
Progress Rate
2nd Year
Retention with
GPA Above 2.0
Bachelor's
Degree's
Awarded in Areas
of Strategic
Emphasis
(includes STEM)
University
Access Rate
Percent of
Undergraduates
with a Pell‐grant

$40,000

$37,500

$35,000

$32,500

$30,000

$27,500

$25,000

$22,500

$20,000

$17,500

$21,589

$22,393

$24,287

$25,637

$26,966

$28,336

$29,685

$31,034

$32,383

$33,733

70.0%

68.8%

67.5%

66.3%

65.0%

63.8%

62.5%

61.3%

60.0%

58.8%

90.0%

88.8%

87.5%

86.3%

85.0%

83.8%

82.5%

81.3%

80.0%

78.8%

50.0%

47.5%

45.0%

42.5%

40.0%

37.5%

35.0%

32.5%

30.0%

27.5%

30.0%

28.8%

27.5%

26.3%

25.0%

23.8%

22.5%

21.3%

20.0%

18.8%
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8

9

Graduate Degrees
Awarded in Areas
of Strategic
Emphasis
(includes STEM)
Percent of
Bachelor's
Degrees without
Excess Hours

60.0%

57.5%

55.0%

52.5%

50.0%

47.5%

45.0%

42.5%

40.0%

37.5%

80.0%

77.5%

75.0%

72.5%

70.0%

67.5%

65.0%

62.5%

60.0%

57.5%

Improvement (All Years)
% Improvement

5.00%

4.50%

4.00%

3.50%

3.00%

2.50%

2.00%

1.50%

1.00%

.5%

Points

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1
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Institution

Adventure
University

Adventure
University

Adventure
University

Adventure
University

For
PBF
Year

University
Initiative

2015-16

Faculty
Hiring and
Retention
Plans

2015-16

2016-17

2016-17

Area

Faculty

Student
Access and
Success

Student

Faculty
Hiring and
Retention
Plan

Faculty

Graduate
and
Research
Activity

Student

Dollar
Value

Performance metric

$12,333,871

$2,384,000

$9,866,614

$4,489,800
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Bachelor’s and graduate
degrees awarded (including
those within programs of
strategic emphasis),
graduation, retention and
academic progress rates, time
to degree, excess credit
hours, research expenditures,
faculty awards
University access,
graduation, retention and
academic progress rates;
time to degree, excess credit
hours
Bachelor’s and graduate
degrees awarded (including
those within programs of
strategic emphasis),
graduation, retention and
academic progress rates, time
to degree, excess credit
hours, research expenditures,
faculty awards.
Doctoral degrees awarded,
percent of graduate degrees
in STEM and Health,
research expenditures (total
and externally funded),
national ranking in STEM
research expenditures.

Supported Metric

1, 4, 5, 6, 8a, 9a, 10e

4, 5, 7, 9a

1, 4, 5, 6, 8a, 9a, 10e

8a

Adventure
University

Adventure
University

Adventure
University

Adventure
University

2016-17

Student
Access and
Success

Student

2017-18

Faculty
Hiring and
Retention
Plan

Student

2017-18

Graduate
and
Research
Activity

Student

2017-18

Student
Access and
Success

Faculty

$1,848,000

$30,901,230

$1,786,000

$3,005,000
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University access,
graduation, retention and
academic progress rates, time
to degree, excess credit
hours.
Bachelor’s and graduate
degrees awarded (including
those within programs of
strategic emphasis),
graduation, retention and
academic progress rates, time
to degree, excess credit
hours, research expenditures,
faculty awards.
Doctoral degrees awarded,
percent of graduate degrees
in STEM and Health,
research expenditures (total
and externally funded),
national ranking in STEM
research expenditures.
University access,
graduation, retention and
academic progress rates, time
to degree, excess credit
hours.

4, 5, 7, 8a

1, 4, 5, 6, 8a, 9a, 10e

8a,

4, 5, 7, 8a

Adventure
University

Adventure
University

Adventure
University

2018-19

Faculty
Hiring and
Retention
Plan

Faculty

$31,801,700

2018-19

Graduate
and
Research
Activity

Student

$2,116,000

Student

$3,605,000

2018-19

2015-16
Charger
University

Student
Access and
Success
Increase
Faculty in
STEM
fields and
Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis

Student
$1,391,489
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Bachelor’s and graduate
degrees awarded (including
those within programs of
strategic emphasis),
graduation, retention and
academic progress rates, time
to degree, reduce excess
credit hours, lower studentto-faculty ratio, increase
research expenditures,
faculty awards.
Doctoral degrees awarded,
percent of graduate degrees
in STEM and Health,
research expenditures (total
and externally funded),
national ranking in STEM
research expenditures.
University access,
graduation, retention and
academic progress rates, time
to degree, reduce excess
credit hours.
Continuing Their Education;
Median Average Wages,
Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis, 6-year Graduation
Rate, Academic Progress
Rate

1, 4, 5, 6, 8a, 9a, 10e

8a

4, 5, 7, 9a

1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8a

2015-16
Charger
University

Charger
University
Charger
University

2015-16

2015-16

2015-16
Charger
University

2015-16
Charger
University

Enhance
Student
Success,
Services
and
Resources

Student

Increase
Teaching
Faculty

Faculty

Implement
First Year
Experience
Program
Enhance
Student
Success,
Services,
and
Resources
Investment
s made in
Faculty in
Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis

6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate,
Graduates Employed
$137,280

$1,453,354
Student

1, 4, 5
Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis, 6-year Graduation
Rate, Academic Progress
Rate
4, 5, 6
Academic Progress Rate

$300,000

5
6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate,
Graduates Employed

Student
$1,270,000

Faculty

$11,313,600

1, 4, 5

Metrics 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8a
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2015-16
Charger
University

2015-16
Charger
University

Charger
University

2015-16

2016-17

Charger
University

Investment
s made in
Infrastructu
re to
Other
support
student
success
Enhance
Student
Success,
Student
Services,
and
Resources
Investment
made in
incremental Student
Financial
Aid
Increase
Faculty in
STEM
fields and
Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis

$4,000,000

All Metrics
ALL

$2,562,250

Metrics 4 & 5
4, 5

$1,200,000

Student

$1,951,843
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Metrics 3 and 7
Graduates Employed or
Continuing Their Education;
Median Average Wages,
Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis, 6-year
Graduation
Rate, Academic Progress
Rate

3, 7

2016-17
Charger
University

Charger
University

Charger
University

2016-17

2016-17

Charger
University

2016-17

Charger
University

2016-17

Enhance
Student
Success,
Services
and
Resources
Increase
Teaching
Faculty
Institutiona
lize First
Year

6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate,
Graduates Employed

Student
$162,930

Faculty

$1,748,042

Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis,
6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate
4, 5, 6

$350,000

Academic Progress Rate

5

$1,520,000

6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate,
Graduates Employed

1, 4, 5

$16,308,451

Metrics 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8a

Student

Experience
Program
Enhance
Student
Success,
Student
Services,
and
Resources
Investment
s made in
Faculty
in Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis Faculty
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Investment
s made in

Charger
University

2016-17

Charger
University

2016-17

Charger
University

Charger
University

Infrastructu
re to
support
student
success
Other
Enhance
Student
Success,
Student
Services,
and
Resources
Investment
made in

$5,195,401

All Metrics

ALL

$3,507,288

Metrics 4 & 5

4, 5

2016-17

incremental
Financial
Aid
Student

$1,200,000

2016-17

Increase
Faculty in
STEM
fields
and Areas
of Strategic
Emphasis
Faculty

$1,951,843

Metrics 3 and 7
3, 7
Graduates Employed or
Continuing Their Education;
Median Average Wages,
Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis,
6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate
1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8a,
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Charger
University

2016-17

2017-18
Charger
University

2017-18
Charger
University

Charger
University

2017-18

Charger
University

2017-18

Enhance
Student
Success,
Services
and
Resources

Student

Increase
support of
Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis

Student

Enhance
Student
Success,
Services
and
Resource
Maintain
and
Increase
Teaching
Faculty
Institutiona
lize First
Year
Experience
Program

$162,930

$2,331,608

Student
$194,631

6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate,
Graduates Employed
1, 4, 5
Graduates Employed or
Continuing Their Education;
Median Wages;
Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis;
6-year Graduation Rate;
Academic Progress Rate
6-year Graduation Rate;
Academic Progress Rate;
Graduates Employed;
Median Wages

Faculty

$2,695,367

Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis,
6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate
4, 5, 6, 8a

Student

$350,000

Academic Progress Rate
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5

Charger
University

2017-18

Charger
University

2017-18

Charger
University

2017-18

Charger
University

2017-18

Charger
University

2017-18

Enhance
Student
Success,
Services,
and
Resources
Student
Investment
s made in
Faculty
in Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis Faculty
Investment
s made in
Infrastructu
re to
support
student
success
Other
Investment
made in
incremental
Financial
Aid
Student
Enhance
Student
Success,
Services,
and
Resources
Student

$1,870,000

6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate,
Graduates Employed

1, 4, 5

$23,958,140

Metrics 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8a

$7,637,966

All Metrics

ALL

$1,200,000

Metrics 3 and 7

3, 7

$5,158,873

Metrics 4 & 5

4, 5
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Charger
University

Charger
University

Charger
University

2017-18

2017-18

2018-19

Charger
University

2018-19

Charger
University

2018-19

Increase
support of
Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis
Enhance
Student
Success,
Services
and
Resource

Increase
support of
Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis
Enhance
Student
Success,
Services
and
Resource
Maintain
and
Increase
Teaching
Faculty

Student

$2,331,608

Student

$194,631

Student

$2,108,965

Student

$178,416

Faculty

$2,151,006
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Graduates Employed or
Continuing Their Education;
Median Wages;
Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis;
6-year Graduation Rate;
Academic Progress Rate
1, 5, 6, 8a, 9a
6-year Graduation Rate;
Academic Progress Rate;
Graduates Employed;
Median Wages
1, 4, 5
Graduates Employed or
Continuing Their Education;
Median Wages;
Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis;
6-year Graduation Rate;
Academic Progress Rate
1, 4, 5, 6, 8a
6-year Graduation Rate;
Academic Progress Rate;
Graduates Employed;
Median Wages
1, 4, 5
Bachelor’s and Graduate
Degrees in Areas of Strategic
Emphasis,
6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate
4, 5, 6, 8a

Charger
University

2018-19

Charger
University

2018-19

Charger
University

2018-19

Charger
University

2018-19

Charger
University

2018-19

Institutiona
lize First &
Second
Year
Experience
Program
Student
Enhance
Student
Success,
Services,
and
Resources
Student
Investment
s made in
Faculty
in Areas of
Strategic
Emphasis Faculty
Investment
s made in
Infrastructu
re to
support
student
success
Other
Enhance
Student
Success,
Services,
and
Resources
Student

$350,000

Academic Progress Rate

5

$1,870,000

6-year Graduation Rate,
Academic Progress Rate,
Graduates Employed

1, 4, 5

$19,419,619

Metrics 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8a

$6,191,064

All Metrics are
impacted

ALL

$4,181,600

Metrics 4 & 5

4, 5
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Investment
made in
Charger
University
Energy
University

Energy
University

Energy
University

2018-19

2015-16

2015-16

2015-16

incremental
Financial
Aid
Student
Faculty /
Staff
Support
Faculty
and
Developme
nt
Expand
Energy
University
's
Other
Infrastructu
re and
Financial
Base
Improve
Student
Recruitmen
t,
Student
Retention,
and
Graduation

$1,200,000

Metrics 3 and 7

$6,759,811

All Funding Metrics

3, 7

ALL

$2,165,592

$4,300,662
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All Metrics

% of Bachelor’s Graduates
Employed Full-time; Median
Wages of Bachelor’s
Graduates Employed Fulltime; 6-Year Graduation
Rate; % of Bachelor’s
Degrees without Excess
Hours; Academic Progress
Rate

ALL

1, 2, 4, 5, 9a

Energy
University

Energy
University

Bachelor’s Degrees Awarded
in Programs of Strategic
Emphasis; 6-Year
Graduation Rate; % of
Bachelor’s Degrees without
Excess Hours; Academic
Progress Rate
4, 5, 6, 9a
% of Bachelor’s Graduates
Employed Full-time; Median
Wages of Bachelor’s
Graduates Employed Fulltime; 6-Year Graduation
Rate; Academic Progress
Rate
1, 2, 4, 5

2015-16

Enhance
STEM
Success

Student

$4,837,067

2015-16

Prepare
Students
for the
Workforce

Student

$536,304

Faculty

$12,690,916

All Metrics

ALL

Other

$2,268,438

All Metrics

ALL

Energy
University

2016-17

Energy
University

2016-17

Faculty/Sta
ff support
and
developme
nt
Expand
Energy
University
's
infrastructu
re and
financial
base
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Energy
University

2016-17

Improve
student
recruitment
, retention,
and
graduation

$3,909,377

Academic Progress Rate
FTIC 6 Year Graduation
Rate
Percent of Bachelor's
Degrees Without Excess
Hours
Median Wages of Bachelor's
Graduates Employed FullTime
Percent of Bachelor’s
Graduates Employed FullTime
1, 4, 5, 8a
Bachelor's Degrees Awarded
Within Programs of Strategic
Emphasis
Academic Progress Rate
FTIC 6 Year Graduation
Rate
Percent of Bachelor's
Degrees Without Excess
Hours
4, 5, 6, 8a

$100,000

Graduate Degrees Awarded
Within Programs of Strategic
Emphasis
8a

$13,904,302

All Metrics

Student

$6,285,020

Student
Energy
University

2016-17

Energy
University

2016-17

Energy
University

2017-18

Enhance
STEM
success
Accelerate
Research
Innovation
&
Entreprene
urship
Faculty/Sta
ff support
and
developme
nt

Student

Faculty
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ALL

Energy
University

Energy
University

Energy
University

2017-18

Expand
Energy
University
's
infrastructu
re and
financial
base

2017-18

Improve
student
recruitment
,
retention
and
graduation

2017-18

Enhance
STEM
success

Other

$2,190,147

Student

$7,166,290

Student

$3,909,377
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All Metrics
Academic Progress Rate
Costs to the Student (Net
Tuition & Fees / 120 Credit
Hrs.)
FTIC 6 Year Graduation
Rate
Median Wages of Bachelor's
Graduates Employed FullTime
Percent of Bachelor's
Degrees
Without Excess Hours
Bachelor's Degrees Awarded
Within
Programs of Strategic
Emphasis
Academic Progress Rate
FTIC 6 Year Graduation
Rate
Percent of Bachelor's
Degrees
Without Excess Hours

ALL

1, 3, 4, 5, 8a

4, 5, 6, 8a

Energy
University

2017-18

Energy
University

2018-19

Energy
University

2018-19

Accelerate
Research
Innovation
&
Entreprene
urship
Faculty/Sta
ff support
and
developme
nt
Expand
Energy
University
's
infrastructu
re and
financial
base

Student

$298,175

Graduate Degrees Awarded
Within Programs of Strategic
Emphasis
6,8a

Faculty

$16,790,260

All Metrics

ALL

Other

$2,190,147

All Metrics

ALL
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Energy
University

Energy
University

Energy
University

2018-19

2018-19

2018-19

Improve
student
recruitment
, retention
and
graduation

Student

Enhance
STEM
success
Student
Accelerate
research
innovation
&
entrepreneu
rship.
Student

$3,909,377

Academic Progress Rate
Bachelor's Degrees Awarded
Within Programs of Strategic
Emphasis
Average Cost to the Student
Four Year Graduation Rates
Graduate Degrees Awarded
Within Programs of Strategic
Emphasis
Median Wages of Bachelor's
Graduates Employed FullTime
Percent of Bachelor's
Degrees Without Excess
Hours
1, 5, 6, 8a, 9a
Bachelor's Degrees Awarded
Within Programs of Strategic
Emphasis
Graduate Degrees Awarded
Within Programs of Strategic
Emphasis
6, 8a

$698,175

Graduate Degrees Awarded
Within Programs of Strategic
Emphasis
8a

$16,408,643
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Excellence and Improvement Scores

1. Percent of Bachelor's Graduates Employed and/or Continuing their Education Further 1 Yr after Graduation
Excellence Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
8
8
7

2017-18
2018-19
(for 2015-16)
(for 2016-17)
8
8
8
7
7
7
Improvement Points

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
8
7
7

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
9
9
8

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
5
0
2

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
5
0
2

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
0
0
0

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
2
5
3

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
0
0
3

2. Median Average Full-time Wages of Undergraduates Employed in Florida 1 Yr after Graduation
Excellence Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
8
8
8

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
8
9
9
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2018-19
(for 2016-17)
8
9
9

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
8
9
9

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
9
9
9

Improvement Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
7
7
8

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
7
7
8

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
0
0
3

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
3
0
0

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
8
6
8

3. Average Cost per Undergraduate Degree to the Institution
Excellence Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
5
6
8

2017-18
2018-19
(for 2015-16)
(for 2016-17)
5
6
1
2
3
2
Improvement Points

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
10
7
6

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
10
10
10

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
5
6
0

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
5
6
3

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
10
10
10

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
10
10
10

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
10
1
6

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
10
4
7

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
0
2
0

4. Four Year Graduation Rate
Full-time and Part-time FTIC
Excellence Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
8
0
10

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
7
0
8
198

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
10
0
5

Improvement Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
0
0
0

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
0
0
0

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
10
10
0

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
2
10
4

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
1
7
1

5. Academic Progress Rate
2nd Year Retention with GPA Above 2.0
Excellence Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
6
2
7

2017-18
2018-19
(for 2015-16)
(for 2016-17)
6
6
2
7
7
7
Improvement Points

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
7
8
8

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
8
8
10

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
2
0
0

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
2
0
0

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
0
3
2

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
2
0
2

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
0
10
1

6. Bachelor's Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis (includes STEM)
Excellence Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
10
9
8

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
10
9
10
199

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
10
9
10

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
10
8
10

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
10
8
10

Improvement Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
7
1
1

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
8
1
4

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
4
2
0

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
0
0
0

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
2
0
0

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
9
10
9

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
9
10
9

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
3
3
2

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
0
0
0

7. University Access Rate
Percent of Undergraduates with a Pell-grant
Excellence Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
10
10
10

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
0
0
1

2017-18
2018-19
(for 2015-16)
(for 2016-17)
10
9
10
10
10
9
Improvement Points
2017-18
(for 2015-16)
0
0
0

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
0
0
0

8A. Graduate Degrees Awarded in Areas of Strategic Emphasis
(includes STEM)
Excellence Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
10
7
10

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
8
5
4
200

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
10
9
10

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
10
8
10

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
10
8
10

Improvement Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
7
3
8

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
3
9
3

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
0
1
0

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
0
0
1

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
0
0
0

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
10
7
9

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
10
9
9

2019-20
(for 2017-18)
4
5
2

2020-21
(for 2018-19)
8
7
2

9a. Percent of Bachelor's Degrees without Excess Hours
Excellence Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
4
5
5

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
8
5
4

2018-19
(for 2016-17)
9
6
8

Improvement Points

Charger University
Energy University
Adventure University

2016-17
(for 2014-15)
3
2
4

2017-18
(for 2015-16)
10
0
0
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2018-19
(for 2016-17)
5
6
1

APPENDIX G: FACULTY COUNTS BY RANK AND TENURE STATUS
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FAUU Faculty Counts by Rank and Tenure Status
Charger
University

Energy
University

Adventure
University

Rank

Fall 2014

Fall 2015

Fall 2016

Fall 2017

Fall 2018

Fall 2019

Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Instructor/Lecturer
Tenure-earning
Faculty
Tenured Faculty
Non-Tenured
Faculty

539
467
447
343
329

527
491
460
397
331

507
506
475
408
319

487
522
486
436
319

519
507
487
472
309

516
540
483
481
301

779
693

803
741

815
762

804
808

808
868

805
924

Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Instructor/Lecturer
Tenure-earning
Faculty
Tenured Faculty
Non-Tenured
Faculty

346
299
255
281
240

341
298
258
306
230

448
309
260
334
224

304
310
261
336
224

318
325
273
337
202

293
341
283
422
177

484
457

492
484

494
529

470
517

510
541

532
630

Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Instructor/Lecturer

209
349
251
421

286
347
256
438

323
353
254
452

318
371
276
468

362
394
334
471

390
396
346
492
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Tenure-earning
170
241
285
282
319
356
Faculty
Tenured Faculty
581
585
579
608
682
700
Non-Tenured
479
501
518
543
560
568
Faculty
Data Source: IPEDS, Custom Data Files, Fall Staff/Full-time instructional staff, by faculty and tenure status, and academic rank,
2014-2019.
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